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MEMORANDA. 

Sir  William  Home^  Knt|  one  of  her  Majesty's  coun- 
sel, was  appointed  a  Master  of  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery,  in  the  place  of  Henry  MaHiriy  Esq.,  since 
deceased. 

William  Eussettj  Esq.,  barrister  at  law,  was  appointed 
Accountant-General  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  in 
the  place  of  WiUiam  George  Adam^  Esq.,  deceased* 

Sir  William  Henry  Mauky  Knt.,  one  of  the  Barons 
of  the  Exchequer,  was,  in  Michaelmas  term,  on  the 
death  of  the  Right  Honourable  Sir  John  Vaughanj  Knt, 
appointed  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Common  Pleas,  and 

Sir  Robert  Monsey  Bjolfe^  Knt,  her  Majesty's  Soli- 
citor-General,  was  thereupon  appointed  Baron  of  .the 
Exchequer  in  the  place  of  Sir  W.  H.  Maule. 

Thomas  Wilde^  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  Serjeants 
at  Law,  wal^  appointed  Solicitor-General,  and  afterwards 
received  the  honour  of  Knighthood. 

ifieorge  James  Turner  and  Richard  Bethell,  Esqrs., 
were  appointed  her  Majesty's  Counsel. 

James  Mannings  John  Halcombey  William  Fry  Chan- 
nellj  William  Sfiee^  and  Dtghy  Cayley  Wrangham^  Esqrs., 
were  admitted  to  the  degree  of  Serjeants  at  Law. 
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ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY.  ix 

18S9. 


COURT  OF  CHANCERY, 
9th  May^  1839. 

The  Right  Honourable  Charles  Christopher 
Lord  CoTTENHAM,  Lord  High  Chancellor  of 
Great  Britain,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
assistance  of  the  Right  Honourable  Henry 
Lord  Langdale,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  the 
Right  Honourable  Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell, 
Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  doth  hereby 
order  and  direct  in  manner  following  \  that  is 
to  say,— 

I.  That  in  all  cases  in  which  it  shall  be  alleged  that 
the  plaintiff  is  prosecuting  the  defendant,  in  this  Court 
and  also  in  some  other  Court,  for  the  same  matter, 
the  defendant  in  eight  days  aller  filing  his  answer  or 
further  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  bill,  shall  be  entitled,  as 
of  course,  on  motion  or  petition,  to  the  usual  Order  for 
the  plaintiff  to  make  his  election  in  which  Court  he  will 
proceed,  with  the  usual  directions  in  that  behalf,  unless 
the  plaintiff  shall,  before  the  expiration  of  the  same 
eight  days,  have  delivered  exceptions  to  the  defendant's 
answer,  or  have  referred  his  further  answer  on  former 
exceptions.  And  in  case  the  plaintiff  shall  have  de- 
livered such  exceptions,  or  referred  the  defendant's 
further  answer  within  such  time,  the  defendant  shall 
be  at  liberty,  by  notice  in  writing  to  be  served  on  the 
plaintiff's  clerk  in  Court,  to  require  the  plaintiff  to 
procure  the  Master's  report  on  such  exceptions,  within 
four  days  from  the  service  of  such  notice.  And  if  the 
plaintiff,  being  so  served  with  such  notice,  shall  not  pro- 
cure the  Master's  report  in  four  days  accordingly,  or  if 
the  exceptions  shall  not  be  allowed,  the  defendant  shall 
Vol.  I.  a  then 


ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S9.  then  be  entitled,  as  of  course,  on  motion  or  petition,  to 
the  usual  Order  for  the  plaintiff  to  elect  in  which  Court 
he  will  proceed,  with  the  usual  directions.  But  in  either 
of  such  cases,  the  plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty  to  move 
that  such  Order  may  be  discharged  on  the  merits  con- 
fessed in  the  answer. 

II.  That  the  plaintiff  in  any  injunction  cause  having 
obtained  the  common  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at 
law,  may  (either  before  or  after  the  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant shall  be  put  in,  and  whether  such  injunction 
shall  or  shall  not  have  been  continued  to  the  hearing  of 
the  cause)  obtain  an  Order,  as  of  course,  for  leave  to 
amend  the  bill  without  prejudice  to  the  injunction ;  but 
that  such  Order  shall  contain  an  undertaking  by  the 
plaintiff  to  amend  the  bill  within  one  week  after  the  date 
of  the  Order,  and  in  default  thereof  the  Order  shall  be- 
come void.  And  that  in  case  the  bill  shall  be  amended 
pursuant  to  such  Order,  the  defendant  shall  thereupon, 
and  although  he  may  not  have  put  in  his  answer  to  the 
bill  or  the  amendments  thereof,  be  at  liberty  to  move 
the  Court  on  notice,  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  on  the 
ground  that  the  bill  as  amended  does  not,  even  if  the 
amendments  be  true,  entitle  the  plaintiff  thereto. 

III.  That  in  case  an  injunction  to  stay  proceed- 
ings at  law  shall  be  prayed  for  by  the  bill,  and  shall 
either  not  be  obtained,  or  having  been  obtained,  shall 
have  been  dissolved  upon  the  merits  stated  in  the 
answer,  and  the  plaintiff  shall  aflerwards  amend  his  bill, 
and  the  defendant  shall  not  plead,  answer  or  demur  to 
the  amended  bill  witliin  eight  days  after  appearance, 
the  plaintiff  shall  be  entitled  to  move  for  an  injunction, 
upon  affidavit  of  the  truth  of  the  amendments. 

IV.  That  foreclosure  causes  when  ready  for  hearing, 
may  be  ordered  to  be  advanced  for  hearing,  under  the 

same 
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same  circumstances,  and  subject  to  the  same  rules  as        1839. 
other  causes  may  be  ordered  to  be  so  advanced. 

V.  That  in  all  cases  in  which  it  shall  appear,  that 
certain  preliminary  accounts  and  inquiries  must  be  taken 
and  made,  before  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  parties 
to  the  cause  can  be  ascertained,  or  the  questions  therein 
arbing  can  be  determined,  the  plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty, 
at  any  time  after  the  defendants  shall  have  appeared  to 
the  bill,  to  move  the  Court  on  notice,  that  ^uch  inquiries 
and  accounts  shall  be  made  and  taken;  and  that  an 
order  referring  it  to  the  Master  to  make  such  inquiries, 
and  take  such  accounts,  shall  thereupon  be  made,  with- 
out prejudice  to  any  question  in  the  cause,  if  it  shall 
appear  to  the  Court  that  the  same  will  be  beneficial  to 
such  (if  any)  parties  to  the  cause  as  may  not  be  com- 
petent to  consent  thereto,  and  that  the  same  is  consented 
to  by  such  (if  any)  of  the  defendants,  as,  being  competent 
to  consent,  have  not  put  in  their  answer  to  the  bill,  and 
that  the  same  is  consented  to  by,  or  is  proper  to  be 
made  upon  the  statements  contained  in  the  answers  o^ 
such  (if  any)  of  the  defendants  as  have  answered  the  bill. 

VL  That  whenever  any  order  of  course  obtained 
from  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  any  cause  marked  for 
or  set  down  to  be  heard  before  the  Lord  Chancellor 
pursuant  to  the  General  Order  of  the  5th  day  of  May 
18S7,  shall  be  alleged  to  have  been  irregularly  obtained, 
any  application  to  discharge  the  same  for  irregularity, 
shall  in  the  first  instance  be  made  to  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  and  such  cause  and  all  other  applications  to  be 
made  therein,  shall  nevertheless  continue  subject  to  all 
the  r^ulations  of  the  said  General  Order,  as  if  this 
Order  had  not  been  made. 

COTTENHAM,  C- 

LANGDALE,  M.  R. 

LANCELOT  SHAD  WELL,  V.  C. 
a  2 
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COURT  OF  CHANCERY. 

10th  May,  1839. 

The  Right  Honourable  Charles  Christopher 
Lord  CoTTENHAM,  Lord  High  Chancellor  of 
Great  Britain,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
assistance  of  the  Right  Honourable  Henry 
Lord  Langdale,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  the 
Right  Honourable  Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell, 
Vice-Chancellor  of  England,  doth  hereby 
order  and  direct  in  manner  following ;  that  is 
to  say,  — 

I.  That  every  person,  to  whom  in  any  cause  or  matter 
pending  in  this  Court,  any  sum  oF  money  or  any  costs 
have  been  ordered  to  be  paid,  shall,  after  the  lapse  of  one 
month  from  the  time  when  such  Order  for  payment  was 
duly  passed  and  entered,  be  entitled  by  his  clerk  in 
Court  to  sue  out  one  or  more  writ  or  writs  oijieri  facias, 
or  writ  or  writs  of  elegit,  of  the  form  hereinafter  stated, 
or  as  near  thereto  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  may 
require. 

IL  That  upon  every  such  Order  hereafter  to  be 
entered,  the  entering  clerk  of  this  Court,  in  whose  di- 
vision the  same  may  be,  shall,  at  the  request  of  the 
party  leaving  the  same,  mark  the  day  of  the  month  and 
year  on  which  the  same  shall  be  so  left  for  entry,  and 
no  writ  of  Jieri  facias  or  elegit  shall  be  sued  out  upon 
any  such  order,  unless  the  date  of  such  entry  shall  be  so 
marked  thereon  as  aforesaid. 

III.  That 


ORDERS  IN  CHANCERY.  xiii 

III.  That  such  writs,  when  sealed,  shall  be  delivered  18S9. 
to  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  to  whom  the  execution  of 
the  like  writs  issuing  out  of  the  superior  Courts  of 
Common  Law  belongs,  and  shall  be  executed  by  such 
sheriff  or  other  officer,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  in  the  same 
manner  in  which  he  doth  or  ought  to  execute  such  like 
writs ;  and  such  writs,  when  returned  by  such  sheriff  or 
other  officer,  shall  be  delivered  to  the  clerks  in  Court, 
by  whom  respectively  they  were  sued  out,  or  be  left  at 
their  respective  seats,  and  shall  thereupon  be  filed  as  of 
record  in  the  office  of  the  Six  Clerks  of  this  Court. 
And  that  for  the  execution  of  such  writs,  such  sheriff  or 
other  officer  shall  not  take  or  be  allowed  any  fees,  other 
than  such  as  are  or  shall  be  from  time  to  time  allowed 
by  lawful  authority,  for  the  execution  of  the  like  writs 
issuing  out  of  the  superior  Courts  of  Common  Law. 

IV.  That  if  it  shall  appear  upon  the  return  of  any 
such  writ  oi Jleri  facias  as  aforesaid,  that  the  sheriff  or 
other  officer  hath  by  virtue  of  such  writ  seized  but  not 
sold  any  goods  of  the  person  ordered  to  pay  such  sum 
of  money  or  costs  as  aforesaid,  the  person  to  whom  such 
sum  of  money  or  costs  is  payable,  shall,  immediately 
after  such  writ  with  such  return  shall  be  filed  as  of 
record,  be  at  liberty  by  his  clerk  in  Court  to  sue  out  n 
writ  of  Venditioni  exponas  in  the  form  hereinafter  stated, 
or  as  near  thereto  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  may 
require. 

V.  That  on  every  such  writ  oi  Jieri  facias  and  elegit 
so  to  be  issued  as  aforesaid,  there  shall  be  endorsed  the 
words,  **  By  the  Court,"  and  also  thereunder  the  calling 
and  place  of  residence  of  the  party  against  whom  such 
writ  shall  be  issued,  and  also  the  name  and  residence  or 
place  of  business  of  the  solicitor  at  whose  instance  the 
same  shall  be  issued,  and  the  name  of  the  clerk  .in  Court 

a  3  issuing 
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18S9.  issuing  the  same,  and  that  every  such  writ  be  also  en- 
dorsed for  the  sum  to  be  levied  according  to  the  form 
used  upon  like  writs  issuing  out  of  the  superior  Courts 
of  Common  Law. 

VI.  That  for  every  such  writ  cX  Jieri  facias  or  veri" 
ditioni  exponas  so  to  be  issued  as  aforesaid,  there  shall 
be  allowed  to  the  clerk  in  Court  issuing  the  same  the 
sum  of  eighteen  shillings  and  sevenpence,  and  for  every 
such  writ  of  elegit  the  sum  of  one  pound  ten  shillings, 
and  that  there  be  allowed  to  the  solicitor  at  whose 
instance  any  such  writ  oijieri  facias^  elegit^  or  venditioni 
exponas  shall  be  issued,  the  sum  of  six  shillings  and 
eightpence  for  instructions  for  the  said  writ,  and  that 
there  be  also  allowed  to  such  solicitor  the  further  sum 
of  six  shillings  and  eightpence  for  attending  to  procure 
a  warrant,  and  for  attending  to  instruct  the  officer 
charged  with  the  execution  of  such  writ. 
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1839. 


FORMS  OF  WRITS. 


No.  I. 


JVrtt  of  Fieri  Facias^  on  a  Decree  or  Order  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  for  Payment  of  Money. ' 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Irelandj  Queen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith. 

To  the  Sheriff  of  greeting. 

We  command  you  that  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
C  Z).  in  your  bailiwick,  you  cause  to  be  made  the  sum 
of  <£  ,  which  lately  before  us  in  our  High  Court 

of  Chancery  in  a  certain  cause,  or  certain  causes  {as  the 
case  may  be)  wherein  A.  B.  is  plaintiff,  and  C.  Z>.  is  de- 
fendant, or,  in  a  certain  matter  there  depending,  intituled 
**  In  the  matter  of  jB.  F/*  {as  the  case  may  be),  by  a  De- 
cree or  Order  {as  the  case  may  be)  of  our  said  Court, 
bearing  date  the  day  of  ,  was  decreed 

or  ordered  {as  the  case  may  i^)  to  be  paid  by  the  said 
C  Z).  to  A.  B.  And  that  of  the  goods  and  chatteb  of 
the  said  C  D.  in  your  bailiwick,  you  further  cause  to  be 
made  interest  upon  the  said  sum  o?  £  ,  at  the 

rate  oi  £^  per  centum  per  annum,  from  the  day 

of  {a).     And  that  you  have  that  money 

and  interest  before  us,  in  our  said  Court  immediately 
after  the  execution  hereof,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  A.  B. 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  Decree  or  Order  {as  the  case 

may 

(a)  The  day  on  which  the  De-      iober  1838,  soy,  "from  the  1st 
cree  or  Order  was  made,  or^  if     day  of  October  1858.'* 
that  were  prior  to  the  1st  Oo 

a  4 
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18d9.  ^  may  be).  And  that  you  do  all  such  things  as  by  the 
statute  passed  in  the  second  year  of  our  reign  you  are 
authorised  and  required  to  do  in  this  behalf;  and  in 
what  manner  you  shall  have  executed  this  our  writ, 
make  appear  to  us  in  our  said  Court  immediately  after 
the  execution  thereof.     And  have  there  then  this  writ. 

Witness  ourself  at  Westminster  the         day  of 
in  the  year  of  our  reign. 

No.  II. 

Writ  of  Fieri  Facias^  on  a  Decree  or  Order  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  for  Payment  of  Money  and  Interest. 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Irelandy  Queen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith. 

To  the  Sheriff  of  greeting. 

We  command  you  that  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of 

C.  Z).  in  your  bailiwick,  you  cause  to  be  made  the  sum 

of  ^  ,  and  also  interest  thereon,  at  the  rate 

of  j^4  per  centum  per  annum,  from  the  day  of 

(a),  which  said  sum  of  money  and  interest 
were  lately  before  us  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery, 
in  a  certain  cause,  or  certain  causes  {as  the  case  may  be)^ 
wherein  A.  B,  is  plaintiff  and  C.  Z>.  is  defendant,  or  in 
a  certain  matter  there  depending,  intituled  *^  In  the 
matter  of  jB.  JF."  {as  the  case  may  be)  by  a  Decree  or 
Order  {as  the  case  may  be)  of  our  said  Court,  bearing 
date  the  day  of  ,  decreed  or  ordered 

{as  the  case  may  be)  to  be  paid  by  the  said  C.  Z>.  to  A.  B.j 
and  that  you  have  that  money  and  interest  before  us,  in 
our  said  Court  immediately  after  the  execution  hereof, 
to  be  paid  to  the  said  A,  B.  in  pursuance  of  the  said 

Decree 
(a)  The  day  mentioned  in  the  Order. 
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Decree  or  Order  {as  the  case  may  be).  And  that  you  18S9. 
do  all  such  things  as  by  the  statute  passed  in  the  second 
year  of  our  reign  you  are  authorised  and  required  to  do 
in  thb  behalf,  and  in  what  manner  you  shall  have  exe- 
cuted this  our  writ)  make  appear  to  us  in  our  said 
Court  immediately  after  the  execution  thereof.  And 
have  there  then  this  writ 
Witness,  &c. 

No-  HI. 

Wrii  of  Fieri  Facias^  on  a  Decree  or  Order  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  for  Payment  of  Money  and  Costs. 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  Unitec^  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland^  Queen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith. 

To  the  Sheriff  of  greeting. 

We  command  you  that  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
C.  JD.  in  your  bailiwick,  you  cause  to  be  made  the  sum 
of  ^  ,  which  said  sum  of  money  was  lately 

before  us  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery,  in  a  certain 
cause,  or  certain  causes  {as  the  case  may  be)y  wherein 
j1.  B.  is  plaintiff  and  C.  D.  is  defendant,  or  in  a 
certain  matter  there  depending,  intituled  ^^  In  the 
matter  of  E.  F.^  {as  the  case  may  be),  by  a  Decree  or 
Order  {as  the  case  may  be)  of  our  said  Court,  bearing 
date  the  day  of  ,  decreed  or  ordered  {as 

the  case  may  be)  to  be  paid  by  the  said  C  Z>.  to  A.  B., 
together  with  certain  costs  in  the  said  Order  mentioned, 
and  which  costs  have  been  taxed  and  allowed  by  G.  H., 
Esquire,  one  of  the  Masters  of  our  said  Court  at  the 
sum  o{  £  ,  as  appears  by  the  certificate  of 

the  said  Master,  dated  the  day  of  ,  and 

that  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  C.  D.  in  yout 
bailiwick,  you  further  cause  to  be  made  the  said  sum  of 
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1839b        £  {fl\  together  with  interest  at  the  rate  of 

£^  per  centum  per  annum  on  the  said  sum  of  £ 

(i),  from  the  day  of  (c),  and 

on  the  said  sum  of  £  (a),  from  the 

day  of  {d)^  and  that  you  have  that  money  and 

interest  before  us  in  our  said  Court  immediately  after 
the  execution  hereof,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  A.  B.  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  Decree  or  Order  (as  the  case  may 
be).  And  that  you  do  all  such  things  as  by  the  statute 
passed  in  the  second  year  of  our  reign  you,  are  au- 
thorised and  required  to  do  in  this  behalf,  and  in  what 
manner  you  shall  have  executed  this  our  writ,  make 
appear  to  us  in  our  said  Court  immediately  after  the 
execution  thereof.  And  have  there  then  this  writ. 
Witness,  &c. 

No.  IV. 

Writ  of  Fieri  Facias^  on  a  Decree  or  Order  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  for  Payment  of  Money ^  Interest^  and  Costs, 

» 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  Queen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith. 

To  the  Sheriff  of  greeting. 

We  command  you  that  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of 

C  Z).  in  your  bailiwick,  you  cause  to  be  made  the  sum 

of  £  J  and  also  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of 

£4}  per  centum  per  annum,  from  the         day  of 

{d\  which  said  sum  of  money  and  interest  were 

lately 

(a)  The  costs.  certificate,  or,  if  that  were  prior 

{b)  The  money.  to  the  1st  of  October  1858,  say, 

(c)  The  date  of  the  Order,  or,  "from  the  Ist  day  of  October 

if  that  were  prior  to  the  Ist  Oc-  1838." 

tober  1838,  say,  *'  from  the  1st  (d)  The  day  mentioned  in  the 

day  of  October  1838."  Order. 
Id)  The  date  of  the  Master's 
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lately  before  us  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery,  in  a  1859. 
certain  cause,  or  certain  causes  {as  the  case  may  be)j 
wherein  A.  B.  is  plaintiff  and  C  Z).  is  defendant,  or  in 
a  certain  matter  there  depending,  intituled  ^^  In  the 
matter  of  J5.  JF*/'  {as  the  case  may  he\  by  a  Decree  or 
Order  {as  the  case  may  he")  of  our  said  Court,  bearing 
date  the        day  of  ,  decreed  or  ordered  {as  the 

case  may  be)  to  be  paid  by  the  said  C.  D.  to  A.  £., 
together  with  certain  costs  in  the  said  order  mentioned, 
and  which  costs  have  been  taxed  and  allowed  by  G.  //., 
Esquire,  one  of  the  Masters  of  our  said  Court,  at  the  sum 
oi£  ,  as  appears  by  the  certificate  of  the  said 

Master,  dated  the  day  of  ,  and  that  of 

the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  C  D.  in  your  baili- 
wick, you  further  cause  to  be  made  the  said  sum  of 
£  ,  together  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate 

aforesaid,  from  the  day  of  (&},  and  that 

you  have  that  money  and  interest  before  us,  in  our  said 
Court  immediately  after  the  execution  hereof,  to  be  paid 
to  the  said  A.  B.  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Decree  or 
Order  {as  the  case  may  be).     And  that  you  do  all  such 
things  as  by  the  statute  passed  in  the  second  year  of 
our  reign  you  are  authorised  and  required  to  do  in  this 
behalf,  and  in  what  manner  you  shall  have  executed 
this  our  writ,  make  appear  to  us  in  our  said  Court  im- 
mediately after  the  execution  thereof.     And  have  there 
then  this  writ. 
Witness,  &c. 

(6)  The  date  of  the  Master's      isss^  say,  **'  from  the  Ist  day  of 
certificate  of  taxation,  or,  if  that      October  1858." 
were  prior  to  the  Ist  October 
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18S9. 

No,V. 

ffrit  of  Fieri  Facias^  on  a  Decree  or  Order  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  for  Paymait  of  Costs, 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland^  Queen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith. 

To  the  Sheriff  of  greeting. 

We  command  you  that  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
C.  D.  in  your  bailiwick,  you  cause  to  be  made  the  sum 
of  £  ,  for  certain  costs  which  were  lately  before 

us  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery,  in  a  certain  cause, 
or  certain  causes  {as  the  case  may  be\  wherein  A.  B,  is 
plaintiff  and  C  Z).  is  defendant,  or  in  a  certain  matter 
there  depending,  intituled  "  In  the  matter  of  JS.  P."  {as 
the  case  may  be\  by  a  Decree  or  Order  (as  the  case  may 
be)  of  our  said  Court,  bearing  date  the  day  of 

,  decreed  or  ordered  {as  the  case  may  be)  to  be 
paid  by  the  said  C.  Z).  to  A.  B.,  and  which  costs  have 
been  taxed  and  allowed  by  G.  /f.,  Esquire,  one  of  the 
Masters  of  our  said  Court,  at  the  said  sum  of  j€  , 

as  appears  by  the  certificate  of  the  said  Master,  dated 
the  day  of  .    And  that  of  the  goods  and 

chattels  of  the  said  C.  D.  in  your  bailiwick,  you  further 
cause  to  be  made  interest  on  the  said  sum  of  M'  , 

at  the  rate  of  jf'  4  per  centum  per  annum  from  the 
day  of  (a),  and  that  you  have  that  money  and 

interest  before  us,  in  our  said  Court,  immediately  afler 
the  execution  hereof  to  be  paid  to  the  said  A.  2?.,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  Decree  or  Order  {as  the  case  may 
be).  And  that  you  do  all  such  things  as  by  the  statute 
passed  in  the  second  year  of  our  reign  you  are  author- 
ised and  required  to  do  in  this  behalf.     And  in  what 

manner 

(a)  The  date  of  the  Master's      "from  the  1st  day  of  October 
certificate,  or,  if  that  were  prior      1838.** 
to   the    1st  October  1838,  say, 
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manner  you  shall  have  executed  this  our  writ,  make        1889. 
appear  to  us  in  our  said  Court  immediately  after  the 
execution  thereof.     And  have  there  then  this  writ. 
Witness,  &c. 

No.  VI. 

Writ  of  Elegit  on  a  Decree  or  Order  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  for  Payment  of  Money,  or  Money  and  In- 
terest. 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  Queen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith. 

To  the  Sheriff  04  greeting. 

Whereas,  lately  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery,  in 
a  certain  cause,  or  certain  causes  {as  the  case  may  be), 
there  depending,  wherein  A.  B.  and  others  are  plaintiffs, 
and  C.  D.  and  others  are  defendants,  or  in  a  certain 
matter  there  depending,  intituled  "  In  the  matter  of 
E.  F.**  {as  the  case  may  be),  by  a  Decree  or  Order  {as  the 
case  may  be)  of  our  said  Court,  made  in  the  said  cause 
or  matter  {as  the  case  may  be),  and  bearing  date  the 
day  of  ,  it  was  decreed  and  ordered,  or  or- 

dered {as  the  case  may  be),  that  the  said  C.  D,  should 
pay  unto  A.  B,  the  sum  of  j€*  {if  interest  be 

given  by  the  order,  say  "  together  with  interest  thereon, 
after  the  rate  of  a£^4  per  centum  per  annum,  from  the 
day  of  ").  And  afterwards,  the  said 

A  B.  came  into  our  said  Court  of  Chancery,  and  ac- 
cording to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  chose  to  be  delivered  to  him,  her,  or  them  {as 
the  case  may  be),  all  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said 
C.  Z).  in  your  bailiwick,  except  his  oxen  and  beasts  of 
the  plough ;  and  also  all  such  lands,  tenements,  rectories, 
tithes,  rents,  and  hereditaments,  including  lands  and 
hereditaments  of  copyhold  or  customary  tenure,  in  your 
bailiwick,  as  the  said  C  Z).,  or  any  one  in  trust  for  him, 
was  seised  or  possessed  of  on  the  day  of 

in 
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1 8S9.        in  the  year  of  our  Lord  or  at  any  time  after- 

wards, or  over  which  the  said  C  Z>.  on  the  said 
day  of  {a)y  or  at  any  time  afterwards  had  any 

disposing  power,  which  he  nright,  without  the  assent  of 
any  other  person,  exercise  for  his  own  benefit,  to  hold 
to  him  the  said  goods  and  chattels  as  his  proper  goods 
and  chattels,  and  to  hold  the  said  lands,  tenements,  rec- 
tories, tithes,  rents,  and  hereditaments  respectively,  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  and  tenure  thereof,  to  him  and  to 
his  assigns  until  the  said  sum  of  <£  ,  together 

with  interest  thereon,  at  the  rate  of  j^4  per  centum  per 
annum,  from  the  said  day  of  (6)  shall  have 

been  levied.  Therefore  we  command  you  that  with- 
out delay  you  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  A.  J?.,  by 
a  reasonable  price  and  extent,  all  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  C  D,  in  your  bailiwick,  except  his  oxen  and 
beasts  of  the  plough;  and  also  all  such  lands,  tenements, 
rectories,  tithes,  rents,  and  hereditaments,  including  lands 
and  hereditaments  of  copyhold  or  customary  tenure,  in 
your  bailiwick,  as  the  said  C.  Z).,  or  any  person  in  trust 
for  him,  was  seised  or  possessed  of  on  the  said  day 

of  (a),  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  or  over  which 

the  said  C.  D.  on  the  said         day  of  (a),  or  at 

any  time  afterwards,  had  any  disposing  power,  which  he 
might,  without  the  assent  of  any  other  person,  exercise 
for  his  own  benefit.  To  hold  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
to  the  said  A,  B.  as  his  proper  goods  and  chattels ;  and 
also  to  hold  the  said  lands,  tenements,  rectories,  tithes, 
rents,  and  hereditaments  respectively,  according  to  the 
nature  and  tenure  thereof,  to  him  and  to  his  assigns, 
until  the  said  sum  of  £  ,  together  with  interest 

as  aforesaid,  shall  have  been  levied.    And  in  what  man- 
ner 

(a)  The  day    on   which    the  the  day  on  which  the  Decree 

Decree  or  Order  was  made.  or  Order  was  made,  or,  in  case 

{h)  If  the  Order  be  for  money  it  was  made  prior  to  the  ist  day 

and  interest,  the  day  mentioned  of  October  1838,  say, ''  from  the 

in  the  Order;  if  for  money  only,  1st  day  of  October  1838." 
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ner  you  shall  have  executed  this  our  writ,  make  appear        18S9. 

to  us  in  our  Court  of  Chancery  aforesaid,  immediately 

after  the  execution  thereof,  under  your  seal  and  the 

seals  of  those  by  whose  oath  you  shall  make  the  said 

extent  and  apprabement.     And  have  there  then  this 

writ 

Witness  ourself  at  Westminster^  &c* 

§ 

No.  VII. 

Writ  of  Elegit  oti  a  Decree  or  Order  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  for  Payment  of  Costs. 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland^  Queen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith. 

To  the  Sheriff  of  greeting. 

Whereas,  lately  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery,  in  a 
certain  cause,  or  certain  causes  {as  the  case  may  be),  there 
depending,  wherein  A.  B.  and  others  are  plaintiffs,  and 
C.  jD.  and  others  are  defendants,  or  in  a  certain  matter 
there  depending,  intituled  "  In  the  matter  of  E.  FJ'  {as 
the  case,  may  be),  by  a  Decree  or  Order  {as  the  case  may 
be)  of  our  said  Court,  made  in  the  said  cause  or  matter 
{as  the  case  may  be),  and  bearing  date  the  day  of 

,  it  was  decreed  and  ordered,  or  ordered  {as 
the  case  may  be),  that  C.  Z).  should  pay  unto  A.  B.  cer- 
tain costs  as  in  the  said  Decree  or  Order  {as  the  case 
may  be)  mentioned,  and  which  costs  have  been  taxed  and 
allowed  by  G.  //.,  Esquire,  one  of  the  Masters  of  our 
said  Court,  at  the  sum  of  ^  ,  as  appears  by  the 

certificate  of  the  said  Master,  dated  the  day  of 

.  And  afterwards  the  said  A.  B.  came  into 
oar  said  Court  of  Chancery,  and,  according  to  the  form 
of  tlie  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  chose  to 
be  delivered  to  him  all  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said 
C  Z).  in  your  bailiwick,  except  his  oxen  and  beasts  of 
the  plough ;  and  also  all  such  lands,  tenements,  rectories, 

tithes, 
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18 39.  tithes,  rents,  and  hereditaments,  including  lands  and 
hereditaments  of  copyhold  or  customary  tenure,  in  your 
bailiwick,  as  the  said  C.  Z).,  or  any  one  in  trust  for  him, 
was  seised  or  possessed  of  on  the  day  of  (a), 

in  the  year  of  our  Lord  ,  or  at  any  time  after- 

wards, or  over  which  the  said  C  Z).  on  the  said 
day  of  (a),  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  had  any 

disposing  power,  which  he  might,  without  the  assent 
of  any  other  person,  exercise  for  his  own  benefit ;  to 
hold  to  him  the  said  goods  and  chattels  as  his  proper 
goods  and  chattels,  and  to  hold  the  said  lands,  tene- 
ments, rectories,  tithes,  rents,  and  hereditaments  respec- 
tively, according  to  the  nature  and  tenure  thereof,  to 
him  and  to  his  assigns,  until  the  said  sum  of  £  , 

together  with  interest  thereon,  at  the  rate  o(  £Af  per 
centum  per  annum,  from  the  said         day  of  {b\ 

shall  have  been  levied.  Therefore  we  command  you 
that  without  delay  you  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  said 
A.  B.y  by  a  reasonable  price  and  extent,  all  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  said  C.  D.  in  your  bailiwick,  except 
his  oxen  and  beasts  of  the  plough ;  and  also  all  such 
lands  and  tenements,  rectories,  tithes,  rents,  and  heredita- 
ments, including  lands  and  hereditaments  of  copyhold 
or  customary  tenure,  in  your  bailiwick,  as  the  said  C  /)., 
or  any  person  or  persons  in  trust  for  him,  was  or  were 
seised  or  possessed  of,  on  the  said         day  of  (c), 

or  at  any  time  afterwards,  or  over  which  the  said  C  /)• 
on  the  said  day  of  (c),  or  at  any  time 

afterwards,  had  any  disposing  power,  which  he  might, 
without  the  assent  of  any  other  person  or  persons,  exer- 
cise for  his  own  benefit;  to  hold  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  to  the  said  A,  B.  as  his  proper  goods  and  chat- 
tels; 

(a)  The  date  of  the  Master's  tober  1838,  say,  "from  the  Ut 

certificate  of  taxation.  day  of  October  1838." 

{b)  The  date  of  the  Master's  (c)  The  date  of  the  Master's 

certificate  of  taxation,  or,  if  that  certificate  of  taxation, 
were  prior  to  the  1st  day  of  Oc- 
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tib;  and  also  to  hold  the  said  lands,  tenemettt^  rec-        J9S9. 
toriesy  tithesi  rents,    and  hereditaments   respectively, 
aooordfag  to  the  natere  nnd  tenure  thereof  to  him  and 
lohiaasfijgiis»«lt3tfaesaidsttmof  jf  ,  together 

iritb  iflterest  as  aforesaid,  shall  have  been  levied.  And 
in  what  ttanner  joa  shaH  have  execnted  this  our  writ, 
make  appetat  to  us  in  o«r  Court  of  Chancerj  aforesaid, 
imiBediatdiy  after  the  execotiori  thereof,  under  yoor  seal 
■ad  the  seals  of  those  by  whose  oath  yon  shall  make  the? 
Mod  ezlebt  and  appraisement  And  have  there  then 
ins  writ. 

Witness  oorself  at  Westmnster^  &c. 

No.  VIII. 

WrH  of  Elegit  m  a  Decree  or  Order  of  the  Court  of 
Ck^neeiyjjor  Paymeni  of  Money  and  Costs. 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland^  Queen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith» 

To  the  Sheriff  of  greethigi* 

Whereas,  ktdy  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery,  in  a 
canscv  or  certain  causes  (as  the  case  may  be)^  there 
^,  wherein  A*  B.  and  others  are  plaintiffi^  and 
C  IX  and  others  are  defendants,  or  m  a  certain  matter 
theve  depending,  intituled  ^*  In  the  matter  oF  JE*  FJ* 
{fu  ike  case  tmf  ie),  by  a  Discree  or  Order  (as  the  case 
wuy  be)  of  our  said  Court,  made  in  the  said  caase  or 
matter  {as  the  ease  may  be),,  and  bearing  date  the 
day  of  ,  it  was  decreed  and  ordered,  or  ordered 

(as  the  case  mcy  be\  that  C.  D.  should  pay  unto  A.  B^ 
the  sum  of  ^  ,  together  with  certain  costs  as  ia 

Ae  said  Decree  or  Order  {as  the  case  may  be)  men- 
tioned, and  which  costs  have  been  taxed  and  allowed  by 
G»  H^  Esquire,  one  of  the  Masters  of  our  said  Court,  at 
the  sum  of  j^"  ,  as  appears  by  thecertificate  of  the 

Vol.  I.  b  said 
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1889.  ^     said  Master,  dated  the  day  of  .    And  after^ 

WARDS  the  said  A.  B,  came  into  our  said  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, and  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  chose  to  be  delivered  to  him 
all  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  C  D.  in  your 
bailiwick,  except  his  oxen  and  beasts  of  the  plough ;  and 
also  all  such  lands,  tenements,  rectories,  tithes,  rents^ 
and  hereditaments,  including  lands  and  hereditaments 
of  copyhold  or  customary  tenure,  in  your  bailiwick,  as 
the  said  C  i).,  or  any  one  in  trust  for  him,  was  seised 
or  possessed  of  on  the  day  of  ,  in  the  year 

of  our  Lord  (a),  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  or 

over  which  the  said  C.  Z).,  on  the  said  day  of 

,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  had  any  dis- 
posing power,  which  he  might,  without  the  assent  of  any 
other  person,  exercise  for  his  own  benefit;  to  hold  to 
him  the  said  goods  and  chattels  as  his  proper  goods 
and  chattels,  and  to  hold  the  said  lands,  tenements,  rec- 
tories, tithes,  rents,  and  hereditaments  respectively,  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  and  tenure  thereof,  to  him  and  to 
his  assigns,  until  the  said  two  several  sums  of  ^  , 

and  ^  ,  together  with  interest  upon  the  said 

sum  o(^  ,  at  the  rate  of  ^4  per  centum  per  an* 

num,  from  the  day  of  (£),  and  on  the  said 

sum  of  ^  at  the  rate  aforesaid,  fi'om  the 

day  of  (c),  shall  have  been  levied.    Therefore 

WE  COMMAND  you  that  without  delay  you  cause  to  be 
delivered  to  the  said  A.  JB.,  by  a  reasonable  price  and 
extent,  all  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  C*  D,  in 
your  bailiwick,  except  his  oxen  and  beasts  of  the  plough ; 

and 

(a)  The  day  on  which   the  (c)  The  date  of  the  Master's 
Decree  or  Order  was  made.  certificate  of  taxation,  or,  if  that 

(b)  The  day  on  which  the  De«  were  prior  to  the  ist  day  of  Oo 
cree  or  order  was  made, or,  in  tober  1858,  say  ''from  the  1st 
case  it  was  made  prior  to  the  ist  day  of  October  1838." 
of  October  1838,  say  **  from  the 
1st  df^  of  October  1838." 
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ftnd  also  all  such  lands  and  tenements,  rectories,  tithes,  1889. 
rents,  and  hereditaments,  including  lands  and  heredita- 
ments of  copyhold  or  customary  tenure,  in  your  baili- 
wick, as  the  said  C  D.,  or  any  person  or  persons  in 
trust  for  hhn,  was  or  were  seised  or  possessed  of  on  the 
said  day  of  (d),  or  at  any  time  afterwards, 

or  over  which  the  said  C.  Z).,  on  the  said  day 

of  ({/),  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  had  any  dis- 

posing power,  which  he  might,  without  the  assent  of  any 
other  person,  exercise  for  his  own  benefit,  to  hold  the 
said  goods  and  chattels  to  the  said  A.  B.  as  his  proper 
goods  and  chattels;  and  also  to  hold  the  said  lands, 
tenements,  rectories,  tithes,  rents,  and  hereditaments 
respectively,  according  to  the  nature  and  tenure  thereof, 
to  him  and  to  his  assigns,  until  the  said  two  several  sums 
of  £  and  ^  ,  together  with  interest 

aforesaid,  shall  have  been  levied.  And  in  what  manner 
you  shall  have  executed  this  our  writ,  make  appear  to 
us  in  our  Court  of  Chancery  aforesaid,  immediately  after 
the  execution  thereof,  under  your  seal  and  the  seals  of 
those  by  whose  oath  you  shall  make  the  said  extent  and 
appraisement.  And  have  there  then  this  writ. 
Witness  ourself  at  Westminster ^  &c. 

No.  IX. 

Writ  of  'Elegit  on  a  Decree  or  Order  of  the  Coitrt  of 
Chancery^  for  Payment  ofMoney^  Interest^  and  Costs. 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland^  Queen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith. 

To  the  Sheriff  of  greeting. 

Whereas,  lately  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery,  in  a 

certain  cause,  or  certain  causes  {as  the  case  may  be\  there 

depending,  wherein  A.  B,  and  others  are  plaintiffs,  and 

CD. 

.  (<0  The. day.  on  which  the  Decree  or  Order  was  made. 

b  2 
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1889*  C.  Dp  and  others  are  defisodants,  or  in  a  certain  matter 
there  depending^  intituled  ^  In  the  matter  of  E.  FJ* 
{as  the  case  may  be)^  by  a  Decree  or  Order  (as  the  case 
may  be)  of  our  said  Court,  made  in  the  said  cause  or 
matter  {asihe case  may  h^\  and  bearing  date  the 
day  of  I  it  was  ordered  and  decreed,  or  or- 

dered {as  the  casf  mcy  be),  that  C  D*  should  pay  unto 
A.  B.  the  sum  of  £  ,  together  with  interest 

thereon,  after  the  rate  of  i^4  per  centum  per  annum, 
fropi  the  day  of  ,  together  aLso  with 

certain  co^tSi  98  in  the  said  Decree  or  Order  {as  the  case 
may  be)  mentioned,  and  which  co$ts  have  been  taxed 
and  allowed  by  6.  H.,  Esquire^  pne  of  the  Masters  of  our 
said  Courts  at  the  sum  of  ^  «  as  appears  by 

the  cevrtificate  of  the  said  Master,  dated  the  day 

of  •    And  aftebwards  the  said  A.  B.  came  into 

our  said  Court  of  Chancery,  and  according  to  the  statute 
in  such  case  niade  and  provided,  chose  to  be  delivered 
to  him  all  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  C»  D.  in 
your  bailiwick,  except  his  oxen  and  beasts  of  the  plough ; 
and  also  all  such  lands,  tenements,  rectories,  tithes,  rents, 
and  bereditapients,  including  lands  and  hereditaments  of 
copyhold  or  customary  tenure,  in  your  bailiwick,  as  the 
said  C  Z).,  or  any  one  in  trust  for  him,  was  seised  or 
possessed  of  on  the  day  of  ,  in  the  year 

of  our  Lord  (a),  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  or 

over  which  the  said  C.  D.  on  the  said  day  of 

(a),  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  had  any  dis- 
posing power,  which  he  might,  without  the  assent  of 
any  other  person,  exercise  for  his  own  benefit;  to  hold 
to  him  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  as  his  proper  goods 
and  chattels,  and  to  bold  the  said  lands^  tenements,  rec- 
tories, tithes,  rents,  and  hereditaments  respectively,  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  and  tenure  thereof,  to  him  and  to 
his  assigns,  until  the  said  two  several  sums  of  j^  , 

and 
X^)  The  day  on  which  the  decree  or  order  was  made. 


and  £  9  together  with  mterest  upon  the  said       1889. 

sam  of  J^  f  at  (be  rate  of  ^4e  per  centum  per 

aDDum,  from  the  said  day  of  (&)»  and 

on  the  said  sum  o£^  ,  at  the  rate  aforesaid, 

bom  the  day  of  (r),  shall  have  been 

levied*  TBEBXFOitx  we  oommand  yoo,  that  without  d^ 
lay  you  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  A.  B.f  by  a 
reasonable  price  and  extent,  all  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  C.  H.  ii^  your  bailiwickt  exo^t  his  oxen  end 
beasts  of  the  plough;  and  also  ell  ei^ch  lends  and  tene» 
ments,  rectories,  tUhes,  rents,  avd  hereditaments,  indud* 
log  lends  and  hereditame^ts  of  o^hold  or  customary 
teiuire^  in  yoor  baijiwickv  es  the  said  C.  D^  or  any  peiw 
son  or  persons  in  trust  £)r  him,  wae  or  were  seised  pr 
ppsiiessed  of  on  the  said  day  of  {d\  or  e)t 

any  time  afterwards,  or  over  which  the  said  C.  D.  mk 
the  said  day  of  ^  or  at  any  time  after'* 

wards^  had  any  disposing  power  which  he  might,  with- 
out the  essent  of  eny  other  person,  exercise  for  his  own 
beuefit;  to  held  the  said  goods  end  chattels  to  the  said 
il  i8.  as  his  proper  goods  end  chattels  and  also  to 
bold  the  said  lands,  tenements,  rectories,  tithes,  rents, 
end  bereditawieets  respectively,  according  to  the  nature 
and  tenure  thereof,  to  him  and  to  bis  assigos,  iintil  the 
said  two  several  sums  of  ^  ,  and  ^  » 

together  with  interest  as  aforesaid,  shall  have  been  levied. 
And  in  what  manner  you  ^lall  heve  executed  this  our 
writ,  make  appear  to  us  in  pur  Court  of  Chancery  afore- 
siud,  immediately  after  the  execution  thereof,  under 
your  seal,  and  the  seals  of  those  by  whose  oath  you 
shall  make  the  said  extent  and  appr^sement  And  have 
there  then  this  writ. 

Witness  ourself  at  Westminster^  &c 

{h)  The  day  mentioned  in  the  1838,  say  "  from  the  ist  day  of 

Deoree  or  Order.  October  1858." 

(c)  The  date  of  the  Master's  (d)  The  day  on  which  the 

certificate  of  taxation,  or,  if  that  Decree  or  Order  was  made, 
were  pcior  to  the  ist  of  October 


1839. 
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No.  X. 

Writ  of  Venditioni  Exponas. 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland^  Queen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith. 

To  the  Sheriff  of  greeting. 

Whereas,  by  our  writ,  we  lately  commanded  you  that 
of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  C  D.  {here  recite  theferi 
facias  to  the  end).     And  on  the  day  of 

you  returned  to  us  in  our  Court  of  Chancery  aforesaid, 
that  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  to  you  directed,  you  had 
taken  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  C.  D.  to  the  value 
of  the  money  and  interest  aforesaid,  which  said  goods 
and  chattels  remained  in  your  hands  unsold  for  want  of 
buyers.  Therefore  we,  being  desirous  that  the  said 
A.  B.  should  be  satisfied  his  money  and  interest  afore- 
said, command  you  that  you  expose  to  sale,  and  sell  or 
cause  to  be  sold,  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  C  D., 
by  you  in  form  aforesaid  taken,  and  every  part  thereof, 
for  the  best  price  that  can  be  gotten  for  the  same,  and 
have  the  money  arising  from  such  sale  before  us  in  our 
said  Court  of  Chancery  aforesaid,  immediately  after  the 
execution  hereof,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  A.  B.  And  have 
there  then  this  writ. 

Witness  ourself  at  Westminster^  the 

day  of  ,  in  the 

year  of  our  reign. 

COTTENHAM,  C. 
LANGDALE,  M.  R. 
LANCELOT  SHAD  WELL,  V.  C. 
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IN 
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TULLETT  V.  ARMSTRONG.  ■"(<!«*  ««• 

Nov.  3, 

l^TATHJNIEL  BRADFORD,  by  his  wUl,  dated  A  tctator 

m  ^^  *'  C&V6  DFODfirtV 

-*-  ^    the  27th  of  March  1820,  gave,  devised,  and  be-  to  trustees,  in 
queathed  unto  his  daughter,  Ann  Bradford^  and  William  ^^^^^^^^^ 
GateSj  and  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  administra-  with  re- 

*^,.«  malndcr  to 
*°"'  M.  A.  T., 
then  a  feme  sole,  for  life,  in  such  manner  that  it  should  not  be  anticipated,  and  that 
no  husband  should  acquire  any  control  over  it.  M,  A,  T.  was  unmarried  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  but  she  married  in  the  lifetime  of  the  widow :  Held,  that  both 
the  separate  use  clause,  and  the  restriction  against  alienation,  became  effectual  on 
her  marriage. 

Property  given  to  a  woman  for  her  separate  use,  independent  of  any  husband, 
mav  be  enjoyed  by  her  as  her  separate  estate,  although  the  property  becomes  vested 
in  her  while  discovert. 

If  the  gift  be  made  for  her  separate  use,  without  more,  she  has,  during  coverture, 
an  alienable  estate  independent  of  her  husband ;  but  if  the  gift  1^  for  her  separate 
use,  without  power  of  alienation,  she  has,  during  coverture,  an  unalienable  estate 
independent  of  her  husband;  in  either  case  however,  she  has  while  discovert,  a 
power  of  alienation. 

The  restraint  against  alienation  is  annexed  to  the  separate  estate  only,  and  the 
separate  estate  has  its  existence  only  during  coverture;  but  whilst  the  woman  is 
discovert,  the  separate  estate,  whether  modified  by  restraint  or  not,  is  suspended, 
and  has  no  operation,  Uiough  it  is  capable  of  arising  upon  the  happening  of  a 
marriage. 

Vol,  I.  B 
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1888.        tors,  and  assigns,  all  and  every  his  freehold,  copyhold, 
jj^j^^!^     ^^d  leasehold  estates,  and  all  his  personal  estate;  to 
V.  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  Ann  Bra^/brd  and  WUliam 

Gatesj  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns 
respectively,  according  to  the  nature  thereof,  upon  trusty 
to  stand  seised  and  possessed  of  the  same  respectively, 
during  the  life  of  the  testator's  wife,  Ann  Bradford^ 
in  trust  for  her ;  and  from  and  immediately  after  her 
decease,  upon  trust  for  —  and  the  said  testator  thereby 
gave  and  devised  unto  his  said  daughter,  Ann  Brad- 
fordy  amongst  other  things,  his  freehold  messuage  or 
tenement,  and  the  hereditaments  and  premises,  situated 
in  Church  Street^  Brighton  ;  to  hold  the  same,  with  the 
appurtenances,  unto  his  said  daughter,  Ann  Bradford^ 
and  her  heirs  and  assigns.  And  from  and  imme- 
diately after  the  decease  of  the  said  testator's  said  wife, 
upon  trust  for  — and  he  thereby  gave  and  devised  unto 
and  equally  between  his  said  daughter,  Ann  Brad/brdj 
and  his  grandaughters,  Georgiana  Pierpointj  and  the 
Defendant  Mrs.  Armstrongs  by  her  then  name  of  Mary 
Augusta  Tilts  A  copyhold  messuage  and  premises, 
situate  in  Brighton  Place ;  to  hold  the  same  copyhold 
premises,  and  the  appurtenances,  unto  and  equally  be- 
tween his  said  daughter,  Ann  Bradford^  and  his  said 
grandaughters,  Georgiana  Pierpoini  and  Mary  Augusta 
Tilts  during  their  joint  and  several  lives,  as  tenants  in 
common;  and  in  such  manner,  that  neither  his  said 
daughter,  nor  his  grandaughter,  should  anticipate,  sell, 
assign,  or  dispose  of  their  several  and  respective  life 
estates,  so  devised  to  them  in  the  said  copyhold  pre- 
mises and  the  rents  and  produce  thereof;  and  so  and 
in  such  manner,  that  neither  any  husband  or  husbands 
of  his  said  daughter  or  grandaughters,  should  have  or 
acquire  any  right  in,  or  control  over,  the  life  estates  or 
interest  of  his  said  daughter  or  grandaughters  respect- 
ively ;  nor  should  the  same  be  liable  to  the  debts,  con- 

troly 
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trol,  forfeiture,  or  engagements  of  any  such  husband ;  and        1 888. 
from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor     T^*^^^^**^ 
of  them,  his  said  daughter  and  grandaughters,  upon  the  o. 

trusts  therein  mentioned.  And  from  and  immediately  ^>«"*owo. 
after  the  decease  of  his  said  wife,  upon  trust  for — and  the 
said  testator  thereby  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  imto 
the  said  Mary  Augusta  TiU,  one  undivided  moiety  of  a 
copyhold  messuage  or  tenement,  hereditaments,  and  pre- 
mises, in  Easi  Street,  Brighton ;  and  also  the  entirety 
of  a  leasehold  coach-house  and  stable  on  the  west  side 
o(  Jubilee  Street,  then  in  the  occupation  of  Patrick  Co^ 
nolb/f  of  his  under  tenants,  erected  on  a  part  or  piece  of 
land  holden  by  the  said  testator,  under  lease  from  John 
Paine,  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  as  therein  men- 
tioned; and  also  a  piece  or  parcel  of  leasehold  land 
then  used  as  a  garden,  and  in  the  said  testator's  own 
occupation,  situate  on  the  north  side  of  Jubilee  Street 
aforesaid,  adjoining  to  the  said  coach-house  and  stable, 
and  being  other  part  of  the  ground  holden  by  the  said 
testator,  under  lease  from  John  Paine  ;  to  hold  the  same 
last-mentioned  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  and 
to  the  use  of  the  said  Mary  Augusta  Tilt  and  her  as- 
signs, during  her  life,  subject  as  therein  mentioned,  and  ' 
with  such  limitations  or  remainders  over  as  therein  men- 
tioned :  and  after  some  other  bequests,  the  said  testator 
directed  and  declared  it  to  be  his  will  and  intention,  that 
the  devises  and  bequests  therein-before  made  by  him 
to  his  grandaughters,  Georgiana  Pierpoint  and  Maty 
Augusta  Tilt,  were  so  given  and  devised  to  them,  free, 
exonerated  from,  and  not  subject  to  the  rights,  control, 
mterference,  debts,  contracts,  and  engagements  of  any 
husband ;  and  were  to  be  taken  and  received  by  the  said 
Georgiana  Pierpoint  and  Mary  Augusta  Tilt,  as  if  they  ^ 
were  sole  and  unmarried ;  and  so  to  be  holden  and  en- 
joyed by  them  respectively. 

B  2  The 
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1838.       '     The  testator  died  in  1 820»  leaving  his  wife  Ann  Brad- 
^^jr"V*^^    fordj  his  daughter  Ann  Bradford,  and  his  grandaughter 

V.  Mary  Augusta  TiU,  who  was  then  unmarried,  him  sur- 

Abhstbono.       •  • 

vivmg. 

On  the  25th  of  August  1826,  Ann  Bradford  the 
daughter,  made  her  will,  and  thereby,  inter  alia,  gave 
and  devised  unto  Nathaniel  Bradford  and  Nenyon  Mas* 
ters  Bradford^  therein  described,  from  and  after  the  de- 
cease of  the  said  testatrix's  mother,  Ann  Bradford,  all 
that  the  said  testatrix's  messuage  or  tenement  and  pre- 
mises, situate  in  Church  Street,  Brighton,  aforesaid ;  to 
hold  the  same  unto  the  said  Nathaniel  Bradford  and 
N  M,  Bradford,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust, 
that  they  her  said  trustees,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or 
his  heirs,  should  receive  and  take  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  thereof,  and  pay  the  same  unto  her  niece,  the 
said  Maty  Augusta  Tilt,  during  her  natural  life,  so  and 
in  such  manner,  as  that  the  said  Maty  Augusta  Tilt 
should  not  sell  or  dispose  of  her  life  interest  therein,  or 
any  part  thereof,  or  raise  or  borrow  money  thereon,  by 
anticipation,  mortgage,  or  otherwise ;  and  so  and  in  such 
manner  as  that  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof^ 
should  not  be  subject  to  the  right,  control,  or  interfer- 
ence of  any  husband  whom  the  said  Maty  Augusta  Tilt 
might  marry ;  nor  be  liable  to  his  debts,  contracts,  for- 
feitures, or  engagements ;  and  the  said  testatrix  declared, 
that  the  receipt  or  receipts  of  her  said  niece  only,  should 
be  a  good  and  sufiicient  discharge  and  discharges  to  her 
said  trustees  or  trustee^  for  the  time  being,  for  such  rents 
and  profits,  or  for  so  much  thereof  as  should  in  such 
receipts  be  expressed  to  have  been  received ;  and  that 
any  sale  or  disposition  for  raising  money  by  mortgage  or 
otherwise,  of  or  upon  her  said  niece's  life  interest,  should 
be  from  time  to  time  null  and  void :  and  from  and  im- 
mediately after  the  decease  of  the  said  Maty  Augusta 

TiU 
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TUlij  upon  trust  for  the  children  of  the  said  Maty  Au^        18S8. 
stata  Tilti  in  the  manner  and  for  the  estate  therein     '"^T^^^^^ 

^  .  TCTLLETT 

mentioned.  o. 

Akmstkong. 

After  the  date  of  the  will,  and  on  the  23d  of  April 
1827f  the  legatee,  Mary  Augusta  Till,  married  the  De- 
fendant, William  Arm^rong  ;  and  two  days  afterwards, 
on  the  25th  of  April,  the  testatrix  made  a  codicil  to  her 
will,  and  thereby  varied  one  devise  in  her  will,  but  in 
other  respects  confirmed  the  same ;  and  she  died  in 
1827. 

The  widow  of  Nathaniel  Bradford,  the  first  testator, 
died  in  January  1 830 ;  and  then  the  gifts  to  Mary  Augusta 
Tilt,  under  the  two  wills,  took  e£fect  in  possession. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  20th  of  March  1832,  and 
made  between  William  Armstrong  and  Mary  Augusta, 
his  wife,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Plaintiff  of  the  other 
part,  after  reciting  the  wills  of  Nathaniel  Bradford  and 
Ann  Bradford,  in  consideration  of  300/.  paid  by  the 
Plaintifi^  to  William  Armstrong,  they  the  said  William 
Armstrong  and  Mury  Augusta,  his  wife,  granted  to  the 
Plaintiff,  an  annuity  of  31/.  17^.  during  the  life  oi  Mary 
Augusta  Armstrong;  and  Mary  Ann  Armstrong,  in  exercise 
of  the  powers,  &c.  given  to  her  by  the  wills  of  Nathaniel 
Bradford  and  Ann  Bradford,  appointed  the  copyhold 
messuage  in  BrigJUon  Place,  and  also  her  moiety  of  the 
copyhold  messuage  in  East  Street,  and  the  leasehold 
house  in  Jubilee  Street,  and  the  freehold  in  Church 
Street,  unto  the  Plaintiff,  during  the  life  of  Mary  Ann 
Armstrong,  upon  certain  trusts,  for  securing  the  above- 
mentioned  annuity  ;  and  William  Armstrong  thereby 
covenanted  that  he  and  his  wife  would  surrender  the 
copyholds,  upon  the  trusts  aforesaid. 

B  S  A  similar 


18S8. 
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A  similar  deed  was  executed  in  September  1832,  to 
secure  to  the  Plaintiff  a  further  annuity.  In  January 
1835  Mr.  Armstrong  took  the  benelBt  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors' Act,  and  the  annuities  being  unpaid,  the  Plaintiff 
filed  his  bill  to  obtain  payment  thereof,  out  of  the  pro- 
perties  devised  and  bequeathed  by  the  wills  of  Mr.  and 
Miss  Bradford. 

A  motion  was  made  for  a  i*eceiver  in  July  1836,  a 
report  of  which  proceeding  will  be  found  in  the  1st  vol. 
of  Mr.  KeerHs  Reports,  p.  428. 

The  case  now  came  on  for  hearing. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Teed,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

As  to  that  portion  of  the  property  contained  in  the 
Plaintiff's  security,  which  is  given  to  the  separate  use 
of  Mrs.  Armstrong  simply,  but  as  to  which  she  is  not 
restricted  from  alienation,  it  is  perfectly  immaterial 
whether  it  now  stands  limited  to  her  separate  use  or 
not ;  for  in  the  former  case  it  would  pass  by  her  ap- 
pointment, and  in  the  latter  it  passed  to  her  husband  on 
the  marriage,  and  has  since  been  effectively  conveyed 
by  him  to  the  Plaintiff.  In  either  view  of  the  case, 
therefore,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled,  as  to  this  part  of  the 
property,  to  the  relief  he  asks  by  his  bill. 

It  is  unnecessary,  as  regards  the  Plaintiff,  to  consider 
whether  property  can  be  settled  to  the  separate  use  of 
an  unmarried  woman,  so  as  to  bind  a  subsequently  taken 
husband  or  not  There  is,  however,  this  powerful 
argument  against  it ;  namely,  that  having  an  unlimited 
power  of  disposition  over  the  property  before  marriage, 
she  can  give  it  either  to  a  stranger  or  to  her  intended 
husband ;  and  being  subject  therefore,  at  the  time  of  the 

marriage. 
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jnarriage^  to  all  the  incidents  of  property,  the  marriage       1838. 
itself  operates  as  a  gift  to  the  husband ;  Massey  v.  Par* 
ier.(a) 


TOLUTT 

AaMSTBONa. 


The  other  point,  which  applies  to  the  remainder  of 
the  property  given  by  both  wills,  with  a  clause  against 
anticipation,  is  not  subject  to  any  doubt  There  is  no  dis« 
crepancy  on  the  authorities  on  this  point,  that  you  can« 
not  introduce,  in  the  case  of  a  man  or  of  an  unmarried 
woman*  a  general  clause  against  anticipation.  You 
cannot  give  an  estate,  and  attach  to  it  a  condition  which 
is  inconsistent  with  that  estate.  The  testator  and  testa« 
triz  do  not,  in  this  case,  say  that  the  legatee  shall  not 
alienate  after  marriage,  but  that  she  shall  not  alienate 
at  alL  This  is  a  general  restriction  against  alienation ; 
and  there  can  be  no  question  on  the  authorities  that 
you  cannot  create  such  a  restriction,  even  in  a  gift  to  an 
unmarried  woman,  unless  by  means  of  a  gift  over  on 
alienation.  This  was  the  express  ground  of  the  decision 
in  Nemkm  v.  jBfte{(&),.  where  the  Vice-Chancellor  held 
^that  the  annuity  not  being  given  over  upon  alienation, 
the  restrictions  were  void."  The  terms  of  the  gift,  are 
not  that  the  property  shall  become  subject  to  the  clause 
against  anticipation,  in  the  event  of  the  marriage  of  the 
legatee,  but  that  the  legatee  shall  be  altogether  restrained 
from  assigning  or  charging  the  property.  Now  it  is  clear 
that,  notwithstanding  thb,  an  assignment  by  her,  before 
marriage,  would  be  good;  this  was  determined  by  Lord 
Brougham  in  Wbodmesier  v.  Walker,  {c)  The  restriction 
then  was  not  good  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  could 
not  become  so  afterwards ;  if  valid  at  all,  it  must  be  so 
from  the  beginning.  If  then,  the  testator  could  not  an- 
nex a  valid  restraint  in  the  way  he  has  attempted,  can  the 

Court, 

(a)  9  ilfy.  4  JT.  174.  (c)  2  i?.  4- 3f.  197.    • 

(6)  4  5tJiiofU,  141. 
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« 

18S8.       G>urt,  on  a  contingency,  create  a  new  estate,  and  annex 
^*^*V*^^    to  that  estate  the  clause  airainst  anticipation  ?     Can  the 

TuLLETT 

V.  Court  say,  that  in  a  particular  event,  not  pointed  out  by 

A&MSTBONG.  ^jjg  testator,  the  condition  shall  be  good,  though,  prior 
to  the  happening  of  that  event,  it  is  admitted  to  have 
been  invalid  ?  Even  if  an  estate  to  the  separate  use 
could  be  limited  to  an  unmarried  woman,  and  the  con- 
dition against  anticipation  could  be  annexed  to  it,  yet 
that  is  not  the  effect  of  this  will :  the  testator  has  at- 
tempted to  restrict  alienation  generally;  and  this  is 
altogether  bad.  This  is  not  a  clause  against  anticipa- 
tion, attached  to  her  separate  estate,  but  to  a  general 
gift;  this  the  law  will  not  permit,  except  by  means  of  a 
gift  over ;  it  is  therefore  invalid.  Brown  v.  Pocock  (a), 
Stiffe  V.  Everitt  (i),  Brandon  v.  Robinson  (c),  Jones  v. 
Salter  {d\  Johnson  v.  Johnson  {e)^  were  also  referred  to. 

Mr.  Coleridge^  for  Mr.  Samuel  Weller^  the  assignee  of 
Annstrong.  It  is  necessary  in  this  case,  to  decide,  whe- 
ther a  gift  to  the  separate  use  of  an  unmarried  woman, 
is  or  is  not  valid  against  a  subsequently  taken  hus- 
band and  his  assignees ;  for  if  the  separate  use  clause 
be  effectual,  then  the  assignee  under  the  insolvency  has 
no  interest.  The  Defendant  Wetter  relies  on  the  case 
of  Massey  v.  Parker,  the  decision  in  which  case^  was  no 
more  extrajudicial  on  this  point  than  on  the  other  point 
which  was  there  decided.  In  that  case,  there  being  two 
objections  raised  on  demurrer  to  the  bill,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  decided  them  both  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff, 
and  the  demurrer  was  overruled  in  that  case  as  much  on 
the  one  ground  as  on  the  other.     Sir  C.  C.  Pepys  said, 

"The 

(a)  2  Rum.  <$•  M.  SIO.    S,  C.         {c)  18  fVi.429.   S,  C.  I  Rote, 
QM.4^  K,  189.    5  Simont,  663.        197. 
(6)  1  Myk  4*  Cr.  37.  (d)  S  Rust.  <$•  JIf.  208. 

(e)  I  Keen,  643. 
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^  The  only  question  therefore  is,  whether,  where  such       18S8. 
fetters  are  attempted  to  be  imposed  upon  an  unmarried     Tullitt 
female  legatee,  and  she  marries  without  obtaining  pay-  «• 

ment  of  the  fund,  such  fetters  are  to  operate  during  the  ■o'*^* 

coTerture.  Why  were  they  inoperative  before  her  mar- 
riage? Because  they  were  inconsistent  with  the  nature 
of  her  estate.  Her  estate  and  interest  were  therefore  ab- 
solute before  marriage,  and  the  trustee  held  the  legacy 
for  her  absolutely.  She  might  have  taken  it  herself  or 
have  given  it  to  any  one ;  and  why  may  she  not,  by  the 
act  of  marriage,  give  it  to  her  husband  ?  Upon  prin- 
ciple therefore,  I  should  not  have  had  any  doubt  of  the 
right  of  the  husband ;  but  the  very  point  was  decided 
in  Newion  v.  Reidy  and  that  case  was  alluded  to  without 
any  expression  of  disapprobation  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 
in  Braam  v.  Pocock.  I  must  therefore  consider  the 
point  as  setded." 

In  Stiffe  V.  Eoerett  the  limitation  was  to  the  separate 
use  of  an  unmarried  daughter,  without  power  of  antici- 
pation. The  husband  and  wife  petitioned  for  the  trans- 
fer of  the  fund,  the  wife  offering  to  execute  any  appoints 
ment  The  anticipation  clause  was  there  clearly  invalid; 
and  if  the  proper^  had  been  effectually  settled  to  the  sepa- 
rate use  of  the  wife,  her  appointment  would  have  passed 
it  whether  reversionary  or  not.  The  Lord  Chancellor, 
therefore,  by  deciding  on  the  ground  of  the  property  being 
reversionary,  and  on  the  authority  of  Ptardew  v.  Jack"  . 
son  (a),  assumed  the  invalidity  of  the  separate  use  clause. 

A  gifl  to  an  unmarried  woman  for  her  separate  use 
b  a  gifi  to  her  absolutely,  and  without  restriction  of  any 
kind.  Has  the  Court  any  audiority  to  alter  the  nature 
of  that  property  on  her  subsequent  marriage,  and  limit 

the 

(a)  1  Rtut.  1. 
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1838.       the  gift  so  as  to  exclude  the  legal  rights  of  the  husband  ? 
T^^^^"^     The  separate  use  and  anticipation  clauses,  as  applied  to 
"^'^^      unmarried  women,  are  supported  upon  the  same  prin- 
ABiiiraaMS*  ciple,  namely,  the  practice  of  conveyancers;  but  the 
anticipation  clause  having  been  decided  to  be  invalid} 
the  authority  is  no  better  in  respect  of  the  separate  use 
clause.    In  Davies  v.  Thomycrqft  (a),  it  was  argued  that 
the  separate  use  clause  was  not  a  restriction  or  fetter,  but 
a  guard :  this  is  a  mere  play  upon  words ;  both  the  sepa- 
rate use  and  the  anticipation  clauses  are  fetters  upon 
the  legal  rights  of  the  husband. 

Mr.  Moore  and  Mr.  Duppa^  for  trustees. 

Mr.  Wrayf  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Armstrong. 

The  case  before  the  Court  is,  on  principle^  one  of  ex* 
treme  importance,  as  scarcely  a  settlement  or  will  has 
been  executed  in  modern  times,  in  which  the  question 
now  before  the  Ck)urt  does  not  arise.  All  wills  and 
settlements  have  been  framed  by  conveyancers  on  the 
assumption  of  the  validity  of  this  clause,  without  refer- 
ence to  a  lady  being  married  or  unmarried ;  and,  until 
the  decision  of  Newton  v.  Eeidj  no  doubt  existed  as  to 
the  validity  of  a  gift  to  the  separate  use  of  an  unmarried 
woman,  without  power  of  anticipation.  The  only  ques- 
tion has  been,  whether  such  was,  in  reality,  the  inten- 
tion. In  Pybus  v.  StnitA  (&),  Lord  Thurlow  said,  ^<  If  it 
was  the  intention  of  a  parent  to  give  a  provision  to  a 
child  in  such  a  way  that  she  cannot  alienate  it,  he  saw 
no  objection  to  its  beipg  done ;  but  such  intention  must 
be  expressed  in  clear  terms." 

Thb  'view  of  the  subject  was  adopted  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  Sockctt  v.  Wray  (c),  and  he  almost  as- 
sumed 

(a)  6  Sim,  420.  {fi)  4  B.  C.  C.  485. 

\b)  3  B.  C.  C.  ZA1. 
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tamed  the  vaUdity  of  a  restraint  in  the  case  of  a  future       1888. 

coverture;  for  he  says,  in  p.  487.9  ^^  There  is  something 

remarkable  in  this  case  that  the  restraint  b  only  during 

her  present  coverture.     If  she  survived  her  present  hus-   AmiTmoiia. 

band,  the  restriction  was  thought  unnecessary ;  therefore, 

during  the  life  of  her  present  husband,  she  can  only 

dispose  of  it  by  wilU"     Sir  JV.  Grantf  in  Wagstaff  v. 

Smiih  (a),  observes,  ^^  There  are  many  cases  in  which 

the  question  has  been  whether  the  absolute  property, 

including  a  power  of  disposition,  was  intended  to  be 

given,  or  whether  it  was  a  personal  gift  without  a  power 

of  disposition,  and  where  the  Court  has  seen  from  the 

words  an  intention  to  limit  her  to  a  personal  gift,  without 

a  power  of  disposition,  the  Court  has  said,  that  condition 

might  be  imposed,  and  an  interest  inconsistent  with  it 

should  not  be  effectuaL'' 

The  Judges  in  all  these  cases  refer  only  to  the  inten* 

a 

tion,  andVhether  it  was  sufficiently  expressed ;  and  they 
do  not  appear  to  doubt  the  validity  of  the  clauses.  It 
is  emmeous  to  i^ply  the  same  mode  of  reasoning  to  an 
estate  given  to  a  woman  as  that  limited  to  a  man.  In 
BeabUe  v.  J}odd{b\  A.  devised  lands  in  trust  to  pay  the 
rents  and  profits  to  his  daughter  (whose  husband  was 
then  living)  for  her  life,  notwithstanding  her  coverture, 
and  not  to  be  subject  to  any  control  &c.  of  her  husband, 
nor  liable  to  any  debts  which  he  had  or  should  contract : 
afterwards  the  devisor  made  a  codicil,  taking  notice  of 
the  death  of  his  daughter's  husband,  wherein  he  ratified 
and  confirmed  his  said  will.  The  daughter  was  held 
entided  under  this  devise  to  the  rents  and  profits,  &c, 
free  from  the  control  of  any  future  husband.  In  that 
case,  the  doubt,  as  stated  by  Willes  J.,  was,  whether 
the  restriction  applied  to  her  then  present  or  to  any 
future  husband ;  and  the  judgment  in  that  case  affirmed 

the 

(a)  9  Vei.  5S4.  (h)  1  Term  Rep.  195. 


1« 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1888. 


TULLETT 

V, 

AlMST&OMO. 


the  proposition,  that  a  gift  to  a  woman,  independent  of 
any  future  husband,  was  valid ;  and  in  fact  the  invalidity 
of  such  a  gift  was  never  once  suggested.  Mr.  Justice 
WiUeSj  in  p.  202.,  says  — "  On  the  whole  of  the  will,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  testator  meant  that  both  his  daughters 
should  take  the  estate,  independent  not  only  of  their, 
present,  but  of  their  future  husbands ; "  and  Mr.  Jus« 
tice  Ashurst  said  —  ^^  Taking  this  on  the  construction  of 
the  will  alone,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  testator  meant 
that  this  restriction  should  not  be  confined  to  the  pre- 
sent husband,  because  he  has  expressly  excluded  the 
husbands  of  both  his  daughters  from  any  control  over 
their  respective  estates ;  which  shews  a  general  jealousy 
of  any  husbands,  and  not  any  particular  jealousy  with 
regard  to  Fatder  alone ;  and  he  does  not  even  mention 
either  of  their  names."  Mr.  Justice  Buller  added,  — 
"  Whatever  might  be  the  construction  upon  the  will 
alone,  yet,  taking  both  the  will  and  the  codicil  together, 
it  is  clear  that  this  restriction  applies  to  any  future  as 
well  as  a  present  husband.  The  names  of  the  husbands 
are  not  mentioned.  The  limitation  to  trustees  is  during 
the  life  of  the  wife;  this  therefore,  must  extend  to  any  hus- 
band she  may  ever  have ;''  and  judgment  was  accordingly 
given  for  the  Plaintiff.  In  the  case  of  Anderson  v.  Ati" 
derson  (a),  the  validity  of  a  gift  to  the  separate  use  of  an 
unmarried  woman  came  distinctly  in  question ;  and  Sir 
Join  Leach  granted  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  husband 
from  receiving  the  rents  of  the  property  given  before  mar- 
riage  to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife,  and  frqm  interfering 
with  her  separate  estate ;  and  this  order  was  afterwards 
a£Brmed  by  Lord  Eldon,  At  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  a 
decree  was  made  against  the  husband,  for  the  conveyance 
of  the  property  to  a  trustee  for  the  wife,  and  for  an  account 
of  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  him.  This  was  an  ex- 
press decision  both  of  Lord  Eldon  and  Sir  John  Leach  on 

the 

(a)  2  MtfL  4-  K.  427. 
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the  pcHiit  Knight  ▼•  Knight  (a),  and  Benson  ▼•  Benson  (ft), 
were  decided  on  the  ground  that  the  restriction  was,  by 
the  terms  of  the  instruments,  confined  to  the  first  cover- 
ture only ;  and  the  Vice-Chancellor,  who  decided  these 
casesy  admitted,  in  Daviesy.  Thcrnycroft  (c),  the  validity 
.of  a  trust  for  the  separate  use  of  a  woman,  married  or 
unmarried.  In  Massey  v.  Parker  there  were  two  ques- 
tions rused;  first,  whether  the  terms  of  the  will  were 
Buffidently  express  and  unequivocal  to  create  a  gift  to 
the  s^Murate  use  of  the  grandaughter ;  and  if  they  did, 
then  a  second  question  arose,  whether  such  a  trust  was 
valid  against  an  after-taken  husband  and  his  assignees. 
Sir  C  C  Pepys  having  decided  against  the  Defendant  on 
the  first  pomt,  and  having  determined  that  the  property 
was  not  given  to  the  separate  use  at  all;  the  second 
question^  namely,  the  validity  of  the  limitation  to  the 
sqxtfate  use,  did  not  arise.  What  was  said  on  the 
second  point  must,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  a  dictum. 
In  Stifft  V.  Everett^  which  was  decided  soon  after  Massey 
V.  Parker^  and  in  which  the  point  arose,  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor preferred  resting  his  decision  on  the  reversion- 
ary nature  of  the  property,  rather  than  on  the  doctrines 
prqx>unded  in  Massey  v.  Parker. 


1838. 


ToLLKTT 

AaMsraoNa 


Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

Whatever  doubt  may  exist  as  to  the  case  of  Massey 
V.  Parker^  or  on  the  validity  of  a  gift » to  the  separate 
use  of  an  unmarried  woman,  yet  on  the  validity  of  a 
general  restriction  against  alienation  there  is  no  conflict 
of  opinion,  except  the  judgment  of  Sir  JohnLeachi 
which  was  solemnly  overruled  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 


If  the  separate  use  clause  as  applied  to  an  unmarried 

woman,  be  effectual  on  her  subsequent  marriage,  it  must 

be 
(a)  6  Sm.  181.  (c)  6  Sim.  4S0. 

{h)  6  Sm.  126. 
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be  on  the  principle  that  a  new  estate  arises  on  that  con* 
tingency.  It  is  a  new  estate  to  arise  on  an  event  con- 
templated by  the  testator;  butthe questionhere  is,  whether 
a  gift  for  life,  with  a  direction  against  alienation  wholly 
unconnected  with  any  contingency  of  marriage^  is  good  or 
bad.  Now  every  one  of  the  cases  concur  in  establishing 
the  proposition  that  such  a  limitation  to  an  unmarried 
woman  is  totally  null  and  void.  Can  there  be  a  doubt 
that  it  is  as  inconsistent  with  her  estate,  as  if  the  same 
estate  were  given  to  a  man.  Now,  in  Brandon  v.  Robin* 
Sony  it  was  expressly  decided  that  such  a  limitation  can- 
not be  attached  to  the  property  of  a  man,  because  you 
cannot  separate  from  property  its  incidents.  It  is  clear, 
as  Lord  Eldon  said  in  that  case,  if  you  give  property  for 
life,  you  cannot  take  away  the  incidents  of  the  estate^; 
the  observation  applies  equally  with  regard  to  a  mar- 
ried woman.  It  was  not  without  a  conflict  that  the 
validity  of  the  clause  against  anticipation  was  established 
in  the  case  of  a  married  woman ;  there  is  no  authority 
for  extending  it. 


I  assume,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  doctrine 
stated  in  Massey  v.  Parker^  was  erroneous,  and  that  you 
can  create  a  future  separate  estate.  Has  the  same  rule  in 
any  one  case  been  applied  to  the  clause  against  anticipa- 
tion ?  There  may  be  modes  by  which  such  a  condition 
might  be  annexed  to  the  estate  of  a  woman  on  her 
becoming  covert ;  but  it  is  a  very  different  thing  to  say 
that  a  general  clause  against  alienation,  made  without 
reference  to  an  existing  or  future  marriage,  has  at  any 
time  the  effect  of  preventing  a  woman  from  disposing 
of  her  property.  The  whole  doctrine  of  separate  estate 
rests  on  what  the  Court  has  thought  proper  to  ingraft 
on  the  common  law ;  a  strange  equitable  doctrine,  which 
takes  every  thing  from  the  husband,  and  gives  him 
nothing  in  return :  it  is  founded  on  the  pure  arbitrary 

doctrine 
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doctrine  of  this  Courtt  sanctioned  by  long  practice. 
The  doctrine  ia  not  to  be  extended ;  and  it  is  incumbent 
OD  those  who  seek  to  take  away  the  legal  rights  of  the 
husband  to  shew  some  express  warrant  for  it  from  former 
decisions. 


1838. 


TULLITT 
9. 

Aemitbomo. 


It  is  not  necessary  to  consider,  whether  if  the  limit* 
ations  were  so  framed  as  to  take  effect  on  a  future 
nuuTiage,  the  clause  would  be  good  or  not:  here  is 
1  restriction  not  so  framed ;  but  a  general  restriction, 
inconsistent  with  the  absolute  estate.  There  can  be  no 
distinction  between  its  validity  before  and  after  mar- 
risge ;  for  if  it  be  invalid  before  the  marriage,  the  mere 
accident  of  marriage  cannot  affect  it  and  make  it  good. 
Oui  the  restriction  shift  and  vary  so  as  to  be  invalid 
before  marriage,  but  be  rendered  valid  by  a  coverture ; 
become  suspended  after  the  first  marriage;  and  again 
come  into  operation  on  a  second  ?  Another  reason  against 
it  is,  that  as  a  general  restriction  against  alienation,  it  would 
be  nugatory;  for  it  has  been  decided,  and  is  now  admitted, 
that  the  hour  before  marriage  the  donee  might  alienate. 

It  is  clear  then  that  it  would  be  no  protection  to  a 
woman,  as  she  could  not  be  prevented  alienating  the 
property.  Sir  John  LeacVs  doctrine  was  much  more  con* 
listent ;  namely,  that  you  may  annex  a  clause  against  anti- 
dpation  to  the  estate  of  an  unmarried  woman  altogether; 
and  that  marriage  being  a  circumstance  which  the  Court 
would  contemplate,  it  would  place  a  feme  sole  in  a  dif- 
ferent position  from  that  of  a  man,  and  would  not  permit 
her,  either  when  covert  or  discovert,  to  do  any  act  to  defeat 
that  which  was  intended  for  her  permanent  provision. 
This  doctrine,  has  however  been  overruled,  and  is  not 
now  the  law  of  the  Court ;  and  it  has  been  decided,  by 
a  series  of  authorities,  that  you  cannot  annex  to  the 
estate  of  an   unmarried  woman  a  condition  against 

alienation, 
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1888.  alienation^  without  a  gift  over:  the  authorities  concur  in 
this.  Jonei  v.  Salter  (a),  decided  by  Sir  W.  Grant  in 
1815)  was  a  gift  to  a  womaR  for  her  separate  use,  with- 
ABMtTBONo.  Q^^  power  of  anticipation :  the  lady  having  become 
discovert,  a  petition  was  presented  by  her  for  payment 
of  the  fund,  and  the  order  was  made :  now  this  was 
expressly  against  the  principle  of  Sir  John  Leach. 
Again,  Newton  v.  Reid  was  a  case  of  property  limited 
to  the  separate  use  of  an  unmarried  woman,  with  a 
clause  prohibiting  assignment:  she  married,  and  did 
assign,  and  the  assignment  was  held  good.  In  Wood" 
meston  v.  Walker^  Sir  John  LeacVs  doctrine  was,  that  a 
clause  of  this  description,  attached  to  a  gift  to  an  un- 
married woman,  would  on  a  future  marriage  be  valid; 
and  that  it  prevented  any  alienation,  even  while  the 
lady  was  discovert;  but,  on  appeal.  Lord  Broiugham 
was  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  foundation  for  the 
doctrine.  In  Broom  v.  Pocock  there  was  a  gift  to  the 
separate  use  of  an  unmarried  woman,  and  a  clause 
against  anticipation :  she  made  an  assignment  to  secure 
an  annuity,  and  afterwards  married :  on  the  petition  of 
the  assignee,  an  order  for  payment  of  the  annuity  was 
made :  she  subsequently,  during  coverture,  made  a 
second  charge  on  the  property,  and  a  second  order  for 
payment  was  made  by  another  Judge.  It  is  said,  that 
in  Massey  v.  Parker^  no  distinction  was  made  between  a 
clause  against  anticipation  and  a  clause  for  the  separate 
use,  and  that  the  authorities  referred  to  by  Sir  C  C.Pepys 
do  not  apply  to  the  clause  for  the  separate  use,  but  to 
the  anticipation  clause.  Be  that  as  it  may,  he  concurred 
in  the  authorities  which  hold  that  the  clause  against 
anticipation  cannot  be  attached  to  the  estate  of  an  un- 
married woman.  Sir  L.  Shadwellf  who  decided  Newton 
V.  Reid  and  Brown  v.  Pocock^  held,  in  Davies  v.  Thorny^ 
crqftj  that  a  gift  to  the  separate  use  of  an  unmarried 

woman 

(a)  2R.^  My.  308. 
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woman,  miglit  take  effect  on  a  subsequent  marriage;       18S8. 
but,  in  the  very  same  case  in  which  he  refers  to  Masseu    ^^HT^^^^'^^ 
^*  Parker^  he  refers  to  and  does  not  disapprove  of  the  ©. 

decbions  determining  the  invalidity  of  the  clause  against  Arhstioko. 
anticipation.  As  to  the  anticipation  clause^  the  law  has 
been  setded  by  Sir  W.  Grants  Lord  Brougham^  Lord 
Coitenkamf  and  Sir  L.  ShadweU,  and  this  Court  cannot 
now  reverse  the  many  decisions  which  have  determined 
the  law  at  least  on  this  point. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Nov.  5. 

The  Plaintiff  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  two  annuities, 
granted  to  him  by  the  Defendants  William  Armstrong 
and  Mary  Augusta  his  wife,  by  his  bill,  prays  that  an 
account  may  be  taken  of  what  is  due  to  him  for  the 
arrears  of  his  annuities;  and  that  the  same  and  the 
future  payments  thereof,  may  be  paid  to  him,  by  and 
out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  freehold,  copyhold, 
and  leasehold  estates,  comprised  in  certain  indentures, 
dated  on  the  16th  of  March,  and  on  the  22d  day  of  Sep' 
tember  in  the  year  1832,  or  if  necessary  by  the  due  ex- 
ecution of  the  trusts  and  powers  of  such  indentures  for 
the  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  same  estates.  The  bill  also 
prays  for  an  inquiry,  respecting  an  annuity  alleged  to 
have  been  granted  by  Armstrong  and  wife  to  one  James 
bod;  and  that  such  annuity  may  be  either  declared  to 
be  invalid,  or  that  if  a  valid  incumbrance  on  the  estates, 
an  account  may  be  taken  of  what  is  due  in  respect 
thereof  and  for  further  relief. 

The  case  is,  that  Nathafiiel  Bradford  by  his  will,  dated 
the  27th  day  oi  March  1820,  gave  to  his  daughter  Ann 
Bradford  and  the  Defendant  William  Gates,  all  his  free- 
hold, copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates,  and  all  his  re- 

VoL.  I.  C  siduary 
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1838.       siduary  personal  estate,  on  trust  for  his  wife  Ann  Brctd^ 
^•JJ^V"^^  ford  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  upon  trust,  and  he 
t>.  gave  the  particular  property  therein  for  that  purpose 

Armbtrono.  described,  to  his  daughter  Ann  Bradfotd. 

And  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  upon  trust,  and  he 
gave  unto  and  equally  between  his  daughter  Ann  Brad- 
fordj  and  his  granddaughters  Georgiana  PierpoitU  and 
Mary  Augusta  Tilt^  a  copyhold,  messuage,  and  appurte* 
nances  in  the  possession  of  Collier ^  to  hold  unto  and  equally 
between  his  said  daughter  Ann  Bradford^  and  his  grand- 
daughters Georgiana  and  Mary  Augusta^  during  their 
joint  and  several  lives,  as  tenants  in  common,  so  and  in 

* 

such  manner  that  neither  of  his  said  daughter  and  grand- 
daughters might  anticipate,  charge,  sell,  assign,  or  dis- 
pose of  their  several  and  respective  lives,  or  life,  estates 
or  estate  so  devised  to  them,  of  or  in  the  aforesaid  copy- 
hold premises,  and  the  rents  and  produce  thereof;  and 
so  and  in  such  manner,  that  neither  any  husband  or 
husbands  of  his  said  daughter  or  granddaughters  might 
have  or  acquire  any  right  of  or  in,  or  control  over,  the 
life  estates  or  interests  of  his  said  granddaughters  re- 
spectively, nor  should  the  same  be  liable  to  the  debts, 
contracts,  forfeitures,  or  engagements  of  any  such  hus- 
band :  and  he  declared  and  directed  that  the  receipt  and 
receipts  of  his  said  daughter  Ann  Bradford^  and  grand- 
daughters Georgiana  and  Mary Augusta^sYiovXdi  from  time 
to  time  be  good  and  effectual  discharges  for  the  money 
therein  expressed  to  be  received ;  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  survivor  of  his  daughter  and  granddaughters,  he 
gave  over  the  property  so  devised  to  them  for  life ;  and 
after  devising  a  moiety  of  a  copyhold  tenement  on  the  east 
side  of  East  Street^  in  Brighton^  he  gave  after  the  death 
of  his  wife,  unto  his  granddaughter  Mary  Augusta^  the 
other  moiety  thereof;  and  also  the  entirety  of  certain  lease- 
hold premises  in  his  will  particularly  described,  to  hold 

to 
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to  Mary  TiU  for  her  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children ;        1 838. 
and  he  gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  unto      xllmttT 
and  equally  between  his  daughter  Ann  Bradford  and  o. 

Egnry  TiUj  Georgiana  Pierpoint^  and  Mary  A.  Tilty  abso- 
lutely as  tenants  in  common,  and  he  declared,  that  all  or 
any  of  the  bequests  and  devises  before  made  to  his 
gnnddanghters  Georgiana  and  Mary  A.j  not  before  be- 
queathed and  devised  to  them,  exclusive,  of  any  husband 
were  so  given  and  devised  to  them  free,  clear,  and 
exonerated  from,  and  not  subject  to,  any  husband's 
rights,  control,  interference,  debts,  contracts,  and  engage- 
ments, and  were  to  be  taken  and  received  by  them  re- 
q)ectively,  as  if  they  were  sole  and  unmarried,  and  so  held 
and  enjoyed  by  them,  that  their  several  receipts  should 
be  good  and  effectual  discharges ;  and  he  appointed  his 
daughter  and  WiUiam  Gates  executrix  and  executor  of 
his  wiU. 

The  testator  died  in  October  1820,  leaving  his  wife 
Ami  Bradford^  and  his  granddaughter  Mary  Augusta 
Tilif  in  his  will  called  Mary  Tiltf  surviving  him. 

The  whole  of  his  property  became  vested  in  his  wife 
for  her  life ;  subject  to  that  life-interest,  the  testator  gave 
a  portion  of  it  to  his  granddaughter  Mary  Augusta  for 
her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and  he  intended  that  the 
bterest  which  he  gave  to  her  in  a  copyhold  messuage, 
constituting  part  of  the  property,  should  be  vested  in  her 
without  power  of  anticipation. 

When  the  testator  died,  the  granddaughter  Mary 
Augusta  was  unmarried ;  and  it  has  been  argued,  that  as 
she  was  not  married  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death, 
when  the  gift  became  vested  in  her,  the  limitation  to 
her  separate  use  is  not  effectual;  and  secondly,  that  if 
that  Umitation  can  be  sustained,  the  restraint  upon  it, 

C  2  forbidding 
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forbidding  her  to  dispose  of  it  in  anticipation,  is  void, 
because  it  is  not  accompanied  by  a  gift  over  in  the  event 
of  an  attempt  to  alienate. 

On  the  25th  of  August  1826,  Arm  Bradford,  the 
daughter  of  the  first  testator,  made  her  will,  and  she 
thereby  inter  alia,  and  subject  to  her  mother's  life- 
interest,  gave  to  her  trustees,  Nathaniel  Bradford  and 
Nenyon  Masters  Bradford,  a  certain  messuage  in  Church 
Street,  Brighton,  upon  trust  to  receive  the  rents  and  pay 
the  same  to  her  niece  Mary  Augusta  Tilt  for  her  life, 
"  so  and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Mary  Augusta  Tilt 
should  not  sell  or  dispose  of  her  life-interest  therein,  or 
any  part  thereof,  nor  raise  or  borrow  money  thereon  by 
anticipation,  mortgage,  or  otherwise,  and  so  and  in  such 
manner,  that  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  should 
not  be  subject  to,  but  exclusive  of,  any  husband's  (which 
the  said  Mary  Augusta  Tilt  should  marry)  right,  control, 
or  interference,  nor  should  the  same  be  liable  to  his  debts, 
contracts,  forfeiture,  or  engagements  ;  and  she  declared 
that  the  receipt  or  receipts  of  her  said  niece  only  should 
be  a  good  and  sufficient  disciiarge  and  discharges  to 
her  trustee  or  trustees,  &c. ;  and  that  any  sale  or  dis- 
position for  raising  money  by  mortgage  or  otherwise,  of 
and  from  her  said  niece's  life-interest,  should  be  from 
time  to  time  null  and  void."  And  after  her  death  the 
said  testatrix  gave  the  same  premises  to  the  children  of 
Maty  Augusta  Tilt,  and  she  appointed  her  trustees 
executors  of  her  will. 


After  the  date  of  this  will,  and  in  April  1827,  the 
legatee  Maty  Augusta  Tilt  married  the  Defendant  Wil^ 
Ham  Armstrong,  and  two  days  afterwards,  viz.  on  the 
25th  of  April,  the  testatrix  made  a  codicil,  and  thereby 
varied  one  devise  in  her  will ;  but  in  other  respects  con- 
firmed 
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firmed  the  same,  and  she  died  in  the  month  of  October       1838. 

foIIowiDfir.  ^tlT"^^'^"^ 

°  Tdllbtt 

Mary  Augusta  Armstrongs  the  legatee,  being  married  Aimstiomo. 
at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  when  the  gift  under  her 
will  became  vested,  it  is  not  denied  that  the  gift  to  her 
separate  use  might  take  effect,  but  it  is  argued  that  the 
restraint  upon  alienation  is  inoperative,  because  there  is 
no  gift  over  upon  the  attempt  to  alienate. 

lu  January  1830,  the  widow  of  Nathaniel  Bradford^ 
the  first  testator,  died,  and  then  the  gifts  under  the  two 
wills  took  effect  in  possession. 

In  March  1832,  Armstrong  and  wife  having  sold  an 
annuity  of  31/.  175.  to  Plaintiff  for  300/.,  executed  a 
conveyance  and  assignment  of  Mrs.  Armstrofi^s  life- 
interest  to  the  Plaintiff*  to  secure  payment  of  the  annuity ; 
and  a  like  deed  was  executed  in  the  following  month  of 
September  to  secure  to  the  Plaintiff*  an  annuity  of  equal 
amount. 

The  annuities  were  paid  up  to  some  time  in  the  year 
1834;  but  in  January  1836  Armstrong  took  the  benefit 
of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and  thereupon  the  Plain- 
tiff* filed  this  bill  to  enforce  payment  of  the  annuities. 

In  this  Court  a  married  woman  has,  for  more  than  a 
century,  been  considered  as  capable  of  possessing  pro- 
perty to  her  own  use,  independently  of  her  husband ; 
such  property  is  called  her  separate  estate,  and,  in  re- 
spect of  it,  she  is  considered  as  a  feme  sole,  enjoying, 
and  capable  of  exercising,  her  rights  as  such. 

The  property  may  be  acquired,  either  by  contract 
with  the  husband  before  the  marriage,  or  by  gift  from 

C  3  him^ 
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18SS.  him,  or  from  any  stranger  wholly  independent  of  such 
^^^^"^  contract;  so  far  as  his  legal  rights  as  husband  may  inter- 
im, fere,  the  Court  will  treat  him  as  a  trustee ;  and  property 
held  by  or  for  the  wife  to  her  separate  use,  if  unaccom- 
panied by  any  restraint,  is  subject  to  her  power  of  alien- 
ation, and  the  other  incidents  of  property  held  by  men 
or  single  women. 

The  estate  for  separate  use,  as  sanctioned  by  courts  of 
equity,  has  its  peculiar  existence  only  in  the  married 
state.     It  operates  as  a  protection  to  a  married  woman, 
against  the  legal  power  over  the  wife's  property  which 
is  vested  in  her  husband.     It  acts  in  contravention  and 
control  of  the  leg£^l  right  of  the  husband,  and  as  against  his 
legal  power  it  is  a  sufficient  protection ;  but  the  power 
of  alienation  remaining  in  the  wife,  the  separate  estate, 
unfettered,  is  no  protection  against  the  moral  influence 
of  the  husband^  and  many  instances  have  occurred  and 
daily  occur  in  which  the  wife,  under  the  persuasion  or 
influence  of  her  husband,  has  been  and  is  induced  to 
exercise  her  power  of  alienation  in  his  favour  or  for  his 
benefit,  and  thus  defeat  the  protection  intended  for  her. 

But  as  the  separate  estate  itself,  owed  its  origin  and 
support  to  the  courts  of  equity,  it  was  understood,  that 
the  same  courts  might  so  modify  it,  as  to  secure  the 
protection  which  was  intended  ;  and  accordingly  it  was 
intimated  by  Lord  Tkurlaw,  that  if  a  gift  clearly  ex- 
pressed, that  the  separate  estate  should  be  incapable  of 
assignment  in  anticipation  or  of  alienation,  that  intention 
would  be  carried  into  effect,  and  his  Lordship  being  of 
that  opinion,  himself  set  the  example  in  a  case  in  which 
he  personally  took  an  interest;  and  from  that   time, 
now  nearly  half  a  century  ago,  it  has  been  usual  to 
introduce  into  wills  and  settlements  a  clause  giving  to 
women  real  and  personal  estate  for  their  separate  use, 

independently 
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independently  of  their  husbands,  without  power  of  as-       18S8. 
signment,  by  way  of  anticipation  or  of  alienation ;  and    ^^T^^^^^"^ 
luch  clauses,  though  their  operation  has  been  con-  v. 

lidered  to  be,  as  undoubtedly  it  is,  anomalous  and  irre- 
concileable  with  the  ordinary  legal  rules,  affecting  the 
limitations  of  estates,  and  the  legal  incidents  of  property, 
have  been  repeatedly  approved  and  carried  into  effect 
by  this  Court,  and  settlements  and  provisions  for  fami- 
lies to  a  very  great  extent  have  been  framed  in  reliance 
upon  them.  And  in  Jackson  v.  Hobhouse(a)  Lord 
Bdon  emphatically  declared,  that  it  was  too  late  to  con- 
tend against  the  validity  of  a  clause  in  restraint  of  an- 
ticipation. 

I  apprehend  that  the  restrictive  clause  or  fetter  (as  it 
has  been  called),  has  in  this  Court,  always  been  con- 
sidered, as  effecting  a  modification  of  the  separate  estate, 
and  consequently,  to  have  its  operation  only  in  the 
married  state.  It  is  said,  indeed,  that  before  the  case 
d  Brandon  v.  Robinson  there  were  some  eminent  law- 
yers, who  considered  that  a  similar  fetter  might  be 
imposed  by  this  Court,  on  property  enjoyed  by  men 
and  without  relation  to  the  married  state;  but.  Lord 
Eldon^  in  deciding  that  case,  after  referring  to  Lord 
Ihalaufs  reasoning,  that  this  Court,  having  by  its  doc- 
trine of  separate  estate  enabled  a  woman,  though  mar- 
ried, to  alien,  might  limit  her  power  over  it,  thought  it 
proper  to  state  distinctly,  that  the  case  of  a  disposition 
to  a  man,  who,  if  he  has  property,  has  the  power  of 
alicbing,  was  quite  different ;  and  I  conceive,  that  the 
validity  of  a  clause  in  restraint  of  alienation,  when 
clearly  expressed,  in  connection  with  a  clause  giving  the 
estate  for  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman,  also 
clearly  expi'essed,  has  not  till  lately  been  doubted. 

As 

(a)  S  Mer.  488. 
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As  the  clauses  conferring  the  separate  estate,  and  an- 
nexing the  fetter,  have  both  of  them  their  effective 
operation,  only  in  the  state  of  marriage,  and  are  intended 
for  the  protection  of  married  women,  and  not  to  restrain 
the  incidents  of  property  vested  in  persons  under  no 
legal  incompetency,  it  has  been  determined,  that  neither 
of  them  has  any  practical  operation  whilst  the  donee 
is  single ;  it  has  been  considered  that,  as  an  unmarried 
woman  is  as  capable  of  enjoying  and  exercising  the 
rights  of  property  as  a  man  is,  the  property  must  in 
her,  whilst  unmarried,  be  accompanied  by  its  ordinary 
incidents,  and  upon  this  principle  would  seem  to  be 
founded  the  several  cases  of  Jones  v.  Saltei-,  Bation  v. 
BriscoCf  Woodmeston  v.  JValfce?',  Bransm  v.  Pococh 


In  the  three  first  of  these  cases,  the  alienation  took 
place  during  widowhoood,  i.  e.  after  the  termination 
of  a  coverture.  In  the  last,  the  alienation  took  place 
before  coverture.  In  the  cases  of  Woodmeston  v. 
Walter  and  Bronmi  v.  Pocock^  the  Lord  Chancellor 
reversed  orders  of  Sir  John  Leach^  who  was  of  opinion, 
that  an  estate  given  to  the  separate  use  of  a  woman 
independent  of  any  husband  she  might  marry,  and 
accompanied  by  the  fetter,  prevented  her  from  alienation 
when  single,  the  intention  having  been,  to  secure  to  her 
the  enjoyment  of  separate  property  during  coverture, 
and  coverture  having  therefore  been  in  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  donor,  and  being  possible  on  the  part  of  the 
donee,  Sir  Johyi  Leach  considered,  that  she  was  not  at 
liberty  to  defeat  that  intention,  by  any  act  of  her  own 
when  single;  his  opinion  was  overruled,  and  the 
point  does  not  arise  in  any  of  the  cases  before  me. 
Supposing  it  to  be  satisfactorily  established,  that  a 
woman  may,  when  single,  dispose  of  property  given  to 
her  for  her  separate  use  without  power  of  alienation, 
none  of  these  cases  would  be  affected  by  it 

But 
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But  it  has  been  argued,  that  if  the  gift  of  property 
for  the  separate  use  of  a  woman,  whether  intended  to 
be  thus  fettered  or  not,  becomes  vested  in  the  woman 
whilst  single,  she  then  possesses  immediately  the  faculty 
of  disposition  or  the  power  of  alienation ;  and  that,  if 
she  afterwards  marries,  she  by  the  fact  of  marriage 
subjects  this,  like  any  other  property,  to  the  marital 
power  of  the  husband,  and  in  that  way,  loses  all  the 
protection  she  was  intended  to  have;  and  in  the  argu- 
ments which  have  been  used  on  this  subject,  a  desultory 
or  shifting  privilege  or  fetter  attaching  on  the  marriage, 
aod  of  no  practical  operation  when  the  woman  is  dis- 
covert, has  been  treated  as  a  sort  of  absurdity  not  to  be 
eodored. 


35 
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I  confess  however,  that  I  see  no  absurdity,  but  con- 
siderable convenience,  in  a  law  affording  peculiar  protec- 
tion to  the  property  of  married  women ;  which  affords  to 
women  protection,  or  imposes  upon  them  restraint,  for 
their  protection,  only  when  they  want  it ;  which  enables 
a  woman  when  single  and  adult,  upon  deliberation,  to 
settle  her  property  according  to  her  convenience,  or,  if 
most  to  her  advantage,  to  forego  her  protection  alto- 
gether ;  and  yet,  guarding  against  infancy  or  improvi- 
dence^ secures  her  the  protection  when  married,  if  she 
has  not  deliberately  and  designedly  renounced  it  before 
the  marriage  took  effect. 

And  it  appears  to  me,  that  this  Court  has  not  con- 
sidered, that  the  woman  by  the  fact  of  marriage,  sub- 
jects an  estate  given  to  her  for  her  separate  use,  to  the 
marital  power  of  her  husband. 


In  Lady  Strathmore  v.  Bcmes  (a).  Lord  ThurUm  puts 
this  case:  ^*  Suppose  a  relation  had  given  her  10,000/.  for 

her 

(a)  1  Vet.  jun.  S7. 
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1838*        her  sole  and  separate  use ;  if  she  had  represented  it  as 
ToLLiTT      ^^^  ^^"^  absolutely,  so  that  upon  a  marriage  it  would 
V*  have  gone  to  her  husband,   this   Court  would  have 

compelled  the  trustees  to  give  it  to  her  husband,  but 
not  otherwise."  It  is  therefore  clear,  that  Lord  Thurlaw 
did  not  think,  that  the  woman  by  her  marriage  gave  her 
separate  estate  to  the  husband ;  for  looking  at  her  situ- 
ation before  marriage,  he  distinguished  between  pro« 
perty  given  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  which  the 
Court  would  protect  from  the  marital  power.  More- 
over,  many  cases  have  occurred,  in  which  property  has 
been  given  to  women,  for  their  sole  use,  independent  of 
any  husband,  and  in  which  the  Court  has  had  to  declare 
the  rights  of  such  women  to  the  property,  when  they 
were  single,  and,  consequently,  whilst  they  had  the 
power  of  alienation;  if  in  such  circumstances,  the  separate 
estate  meant  nothing,  all  that  would  have  been  proper 
would  have  been,  to  declare  the  woman  entitled  to  the 
property  without  more;  but  the  declarations  have  been 
that  the  women  though  single  at  the  time  were  entitled 
to  their  sole  and  separate  use  (a),  and  on  the  marriage  of 
a  ward,  the  Court  has  ordered  the  property  to  be  settled 
for  her  separate  use  during  life,  which  would  have  been 
useless,  if  a  widowhood  put  an  end  to  that  species  of 
estate. 

But  the  question  came  directly  under  the  consider- 
ation of  the  Court  in  Anderson  v.  Anderson.  Leasehold 
property  was  given  by  will  to  a  woman,  then  single,  to 
her  own  sole  use,  freie  of  tlie  control  of  any  present  hus- 
bann,  or  any  husband  to  come.  The  woman  was  single 
at  the  testator's  death,  and  for  several  years  afterwards. 
Before  she  married,  she  desired  to  have  this  property 
settled  to  her  separate  use ;  the  intended  husband  re- 
fused, and  the  marriage  took  place  without  a  settlement. 

After 
;  (a)  See  Clayton  v.  Orethaniy  10  Vet.  2S7. 
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After  the  marriage,  the  wife  claimed  the  same  property       18S8. 
for  her  separate  use;  and,  although  the  husband  in-    ^'tT'^^^^^ 
sisted,  not  only,  that  a  gift  to  the  separate  use  of  an  «. 

unmarried  woman  was  insensible,  as  an  attempt  to  limit  •^■^'■t*omo. 
her  power  of  disposition,  but  that  in  this  case  there  was 
an  agreement  to  waive  her  claim,  it  was  determined,  that 
she  was  entitled  to  the  leasehold  for  her  sole  and  sepa- 
rate use.  This  was  the  decree  of  Sir  John  Leach^  who 
had,  in  a  previous  stage  of  the  cause,  granted  an  in- 
junction, to  restrain  the  husband  from  receiving  the 
rents;  and  his  order,  in  that  respect,  was  confirmed 
by  Lord  Eldan,  before  whom  a  motion  to  dissolve  the 
iojoncdon  was  made. 

Unfortunately,  this  case  was  not  reported,  till  the  orders 
upon  which  the  questions  now  arise  had  been  made ; 
but  up  to  Naoember  1822,  when  the  decree  in  Anderson 
r.  Anderson  was  pronounced,  it  seems  to  have  been  con- 
sidered as  quite  clear,  that  a  gift  to  a  woman  for  her  sole 
and  separate  use,  independent  of  any  husband,  conferred 
upon  her  a  separate  estate  during  her  marriage,  although 
she  might  be  single  when  the  gift  vested  in  interest  or  in 
possession.     The  separate  estate  was  considered  simply 
as  an  estate  vested  in  a  woman,  which  this  Court  would 
protect  against  the  marital  power  of  her  husband,  and 
no  question  had  been  raised,  as  to  the  validity  of  a 
restraint  upon  alienation  affecting  the  separate  estate. 
And  according  to  the  law,  thus  understood,  has  been  the 
constant  practice  of  the  profession,  and  there  are  very 
many  cases  in  which  married  women,  and  through  them 
their  families,  owe  their  sole  support  to  provisions  made 
for  them  on  this  understanding. 

If  the  gift  were  so  limited  as  to  confer  a  separate 
estate  during  a  particular  coverture  only,  this  Court  did 

not 
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18S8-       not  extend  it  farther;  and  the  case  of  Benson  v,  Ben^- 
son  (a)  is  in  conformity  with  that  principle. 


TULLKTT 

Armstrong. 


The  cases  which  have  raised  the  question  are  Nekton 
V.  Meidf  Masseyy.  Parker^  and  Brown  v.  Pocock. 


The  orders  in  Newton  v.  Reid  and  Brown  v.  Pocock 
(which  is  the  second  case  of  the  same  name)  were  made 
by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  as  it  would  seem,  without  any 
argument.  In  each  case,  property  'was  given  to  the 
woman  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  assign- 
ment by  way  of  anticipation ;  and  alienations  were  made 
during  coverture.  In  the  first  case,  the  Vice-Chancellor 
is  reported  to  have  said,  at  the  time,  that  the  restrictions 
were  void,  because  the  annuity  was  not  given  over  upon 
alienation ;  and  subsequently  {b\  ^^  that  the  restriction 
on  alienation  was  rendered  ineffectual  by  the  context  of 
the  will."  In  the  other  case,  no  reason  whatever  is 
assigned  by  the  judge,  though  the  reporter  has  trans- 
ferred an  observation  of  counsel  to  his  marginal  note  {c) ; 
but,  on  a  subsequent  occasion  {d)y  the  Vice-Chancellor 
is  reported  to  have  said  the  cases  of  Barton  v.  Briscoe^ 
and  Newton  v.  JB^/Vf,  proceeded  on  this,  "  that  the  policy 
of  the  law  being  in  favour  of  the  power  to  assign,  the 
Courts  will  not  permit  that  power  to  be  restrained  by  a 
fetter  which  is  to  take  effect  on  a  subsequent  marriage." 
Upon  this,  it  is  necessary  to  observe  that,  in  Barton  v. 
Briscoe^  the  alienation  was  made  during  widowhood, 
whilst,  in  Newton  v.  Reidy  the  alienation  was  made  during 
coverture. 


In  the  case  of  Massei/  v.  Parke)',  it  was  a  question 
whether  the  property  was  given  to  the  separate  use  of 

the 


(a)  6  Sim.  126. 
lb)  6Sim.\5l. 


{d)  5  Sim.  66  J. 
(c)  6  Sim.  423. 
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the  wife;  if  it  were  so  given,  no  fetter  was  imposed  upon 
it,  and  in  that  respect  it  differs  from  this  case ;  and  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  then  Master  of  the  Rolls,  having 
determined,  that  the  estate  was  not  given  to  the  woman 
for  her  separate  use,  the  case  might  there  have  ended, 
hot  his  Lordship  proceeded  to  declare  his  opinion,  that 
if  the  property,  had  been  given  to  the  woman's  separate 
use,  it  would,  upon  the  marriage,  have  become  the 
property  of  the  husband. 

As  the  validity  of  the  restraint  upon  alienation,  appears 
to  me,  to  depend  upon  the  existence  of  the  separate 
estate,  it  is  not  to  he  disguised  that  the  case  of  Massey 
V.  Parker^  if  considered  as  an  established  decision, 
whilst  it  negatived  the  existence  of  the  separate  estate, 
in  such  a  case  as  the  present,  would  also  put  an  end  to 
the  restraint  on  alienation;  and  it  must  be  admitted, 
that  the  case  of  Newton  v.  Reid^  though  the  order  was 
made  without  argument  or  opposition,  has  been  more 
than  once  referred  to  without  any  disapprobation. 


S9 
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TULLETT 
V. 

Abmstrono. 


hi  the  subsequent  case  of  Davies  v.  Thomycroft  (a), 
the  Vice-chancellor  has  expressed  himself  to  have 
always  understood  that  property  might  be  given  to  the 
separate  use  of  a  woman  married  or  unmarried,  and  has 
stated,  I  conceive  correctly,  that  the  practice  of  the 
profession  has  been,  according  to  that  opinion,  without 
aoy  variation  ;  and  in  the  same  case  he  has  stated,  also 
I  conceive  correctly,  that  the  cases  of  Newton  v.  Reidj 
Barton  v.  Briscoe^  Jones  v.  Salter^  Woodmeston  v.  Walker^ 
and  Brown  v.  Pocock,  were  all  cases  in  which  the  ques- 
tion was  whether,  if  the  Court  admits  property  to  be 
settled  to  the  separate  use  of  a  woman,  it  will  also  admit 

of 

(a)  6  Sim,  420. 
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of  her  being  restrained  from  disposing  of  it ;  but  to  this 

statement  it  is  most  important  to  add,  that  the  cases  of 

V.  Jofies  V.  Salter,  Barton  v.  Briscoe,  Woodmeston  v.  Walker^ 

STRONG,    ^^j  ^j^^  g^g^  ^^^^  ^j.  jg^^^yj  y^  Pocock,  Only  shew,  that 

the  Court  does  not  admit  of  such  restraint,  whilst  the 
woman  is  single ;  whilst  the  case  of  Newton  v.  Reid, 
and  the  second  case  of  Brown  v.  PococJcy  are  the  onljr' 
reported  cases,  in  which,  notwithstanding  the  fetter  an- 
nexed to  the  separate  estate,  the  Court  has  permitted 
alienation  during  coverture. 

In  the  result  of  the  cases  to  which  I  have  last  ad- 
verted, it  appears  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  when  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  the  separate 
estate  could  not  arise  upon  coverture,  if  the  subject  of  it 
vested  in  the  woman  when  single ;  and  it  appears  to  be 
the  opinion  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  the  separate 
estate  would  arise  upon  coverture,  although  the  subject 
of  it  vested  in  the  woman  when  single,  but  that  the 
Court  would  not  sanction  any  restraint  upon  alienation 
annexed  to  such  separate  estate. 

In  this  state  of  the  authorities,  I  own  that  I  have 
found  myself  greatly  embarrassed,  and  I  could  have 
wished  to  have  this  case  re-argued  before  the  Lord 
Chancellor  and  in  the  presence  of  the  Vice-Chancellor ; 
not  finding  that  course  approved  of,  I  have  given  the 
subject  the  best  attention  in  my  power,  and  though, 
after  what  has  passed,  I  must  hold  my  opinion  with 
great  distrust,  yet  as  it  does  appear  to  me,  that 
the  opinion  expressed  in  Massey  v.  Parker^  is  not  con- 
sistent with  the  decision  in  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  and 
that  the  orders  in  Newton  v.  Reid,  and  the  second  case 
of  Brown  v.  Pocock,  are  not  warranted  by  the  former 
practice  and  doctrines  of  the  Court,  I  cannot  refuse 

to 
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to  the  parties  the  statement  of  my  opinion,  such  as       1838. 

TuLLBTT 

I  have  considered  all  the  cases  which  I  have  been  •^••"*<*''«' 
able  to  find  on  the  subject,  and  I  am  unable  to  find  any 
authori^  prior  to  those  which  I  have  mentioned,  or  any 
sads&ctory  principle  for  the  proposition,  that  a  gift  to 
a  woman  for  her  separate  use,  is  nugatory,  if  she 
chances  to  be  single,  at  the  time  when  the  subject  of 
the  gift  becomes  vested  in  her;  or  for  the  proposition, 
that  the  restraint  upon  alienation  of  separate  estate  is 
nugatory,  if  not  accompanied  by  a  gift  over  upon  an 
attempt  to  alienate. 

To  sanction  either  of  these  propositions,  would,  as  it 
q)pears  to  me,  defeat  the  object  and  purpose  which 
were  contemplated  by  this  Court,  when  it  applied  its 
principles  of  equity  to  the  support  of  the  separate  estate 
of  married  women. 

As  this  subject  has  given  occasion  to  considerable 
discussion,  and  as  a  decision  pronounced  here  cannot 
setde  the  question,  which  is  of  very  great  importance, 
I  am  desirous  that  the  case  should  be  brought  under 
the  consideration  of  a  higher  tribunal,  without  any  un- 
necessary delay,  and  to  afibrd  every  facility  in  my  power 
for  the  correction  of  any  error  into  which  I  may  have 
fallen. 

I  therefore  think  it  right  to  state,  that  it  appears  to 
me,  as  the  result  of  the  authorities,  and  of  the  constant 
practice  of  conveyancers,  which  great  and  eminent 
judges  have#  considered  to  be  no  mean  evidence  of  the 
law. 


That 


Abmstrong. 
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1838.  That  property  given  to  a  woman  for  her  separate  use, 

1^^^^^      independent  of  any  husband,  may,  under  the  authority 
V.  of  this  Court,  be  enjoyed  by  her  during  her  coverture 

as  her  separate  estate,  although  the  property  originally, 
or  at  any  subsequent  period  or  periods  of  time,  became 
vested  in  her  when  discovert. 

That,  in  respect  of  such  separate  estate,  she  is  by 
this  Court  considered  as  a  feme  sole,  although 
covert.  Her  faculties  as  such,  and  the  nature  and 
extent  of  |hem,  are  to  be  collected  from  the  terms  in 
which  the  gift  is  made  to  her,  and  will  be  supported  by 
this  Court  for  her  protection. 

The  words  "independent  of  a  husband,"  whether 
expressed  or  implied  in  the  terms  of  the  gift,  mean  no 
more,  than  that  this  Court  will  not  permit  the  marital 
power  of  the  husband  to  be  used,  in  contravention  of 
the  enjoyment  of  the  property,  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  gift. 

If  the  gift  be  made  for  her  sole  and  separate  use, 
without  more,  she  has,  during  the  coverture,  an  alienable 
estate  independent  of  her  husband. 

If  the  gift  be  made  for  her  sole  and  separate  use, 
without  power  to  alienate,  she  has,  during  the  coverture, 
the  present  enjoyment  of  an  unalienable  estate,  inde- 
pendent of  her  husband. 

In  either  of  these  cases  she  has  when  discovert  a 
power  of  alienation :  the  restraint  is  annexed  to  the 
separate  estate  only,  and  the  separate  estate  has  its 
existence,  only  during  coverture ;  whilst  the  woman  is 
discovert,    the   separate   estate,   whether   modified  by 

restraint 
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restraint  or  not,  is  suspended  *  and  has  no  operation,        18S8. 
though  it  is  capable  of  arising  upon  the  happening  of  a      jwi^* 
marriage. 


V. 

AaicsTaoMG. 


The  restriction  cannot  be  considered  distinctly  from 
the  separate  estate  of  which  it  is  only  a  modification ;  to 
say  that  the  restriction  exists,  is  saying  no  more  than  that 
the  separate  estate  is  so  modified ;  the  donor  in  giving 
the  woman  when  married,  some  of  the  faculties  of  a 
feme  sok,  has  withheld  the  power  of  alienation ;  under 
the  terms  of  the  gift,  and  by  the  aid  of  this  Court,  the 
woman  is  B,Jeine  soUj  as  to  the  present  enjoyment  of  the 
property,  but  no  further ;  measuring  her  faculty  by  the 
terms  of  the  gift,  she  is  not  a  feme  sole  as  to  the  dis- 
position of  hei:  property  in  anticipation  of  her  intended 
provision.     If  there  be  no  separate  estate,  there  can  be 
no  such  restriction  as  that  which  is  now  under  consider- 
ation.    The  separate  estate  may,  and  often  does  exist 
without  the  restriction,  but  the  restriction  has  no  inde- 
pendent existence ;  when  found,  it  is  as  a  modification  of 
the  separate  estate,  and  inseparable  from  it 

And  applying  these  prmciples  to  the  present  case,  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  as  to  those  estates,  which  by  the 
wills  of  the  testator  Nathaniel  Bradford^  and  the  testatrix 
Arm  Bradford^  were  given  to  the  Defendant  Mrs.  Arm" 
strange  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  alienation, 
the  Plaintiff  has  acquired  no  right  under  his  securities. 
As  to  the  estates  given  by  the  will  ot  Nathaniel  Bradford 
to  Mrs.  Armstrong  for  her  separate  use,  without  any 
clause  to  restrain  alienation,  I  think  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  relief  he  prays,  and  the  accounts  and 
enquiries  must  be  directed  accordingly. 


Vol.!. 
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J^y  9.  SCARBOROUGH  v.  BORMAN. 

Nov.  5. 

^"**'kLi  T^HIS  bill  was  filed  by  James  Scarborough  against 
sum  ia  trust,  William  Borman  (a  trustee),  and  against  the  Plain- 

ter  then  luad"  ^*^  ^^'^  ^^  ^^^  thvee  children  by  a  former  marriage, 
at  nis  death  a 

«tr|QQ«v     fop  ^^^  

her  s^arate  "^^  ^^'^  stated  that  Thomas  Smithy  by  his  will,  ,dated 
th^'d  ^^f  ^^  ^**  about  the  2d  oi  June  1820,  amongst  other  things 
the  testator  gave  and  bequeathed  unto.7%o;na5  Marris  and  William 
HeRSa^h'  Borman^  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
husband  the  sum  of  1500Z.  to  be  paid  to  them  within  six  months 

interest  in  the  ^^^  ^^'  ^^^  testator's,  decease,  by  his  executor  therein- 
fund.  after  named,  upon  and  for  the  trusts,  intents  and  pur- 

poses thereinafter  expressed  and  declared,  of  and  con- 
cerning the  same  (that  is  to  say) :  upon  trust,  that  they, 
the  said  Hiomas  Marris  and  William  Borman^  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns  of  such  survivor  should  forthwith,  upon  the  re- 
ceipt thereof,  put  and  place  out  the  same  at  interest 
upon  government  or  real  security,  and  should,  from  time 
to  time,  alter  and  vary  the  same  at  their  or  his  discretion ; 
and  also  during  the  life  of  his  daughter,  Frances  Brawny 
then  the  widow  of  George  Bronmiy  late  of  Tkorganbyy  in 
the  city  of  Lincoln^  tanner,  pay  the  interest,  dividends 
and  produce  thereof,  when  and  as  the  same  should  be 
paid,  into  her  own  hands  for  her  sole,  separate  and  ex- 
clusive use  and  benefit,  and  exclusive  of,  and  without 
being  in  ^ny  wise  subject,  or  liable  to  the  debts  inter- 
meddling, or  control  of  any  future  husband.  And  the 
testator  declared  it  to  be  his  will,  that  the  receipt  and 
receipts  in  writing  of  his  said  daughter  should,  notwith- 
standing any  future  coverture,  be  a  good  and  sufiScient 

discharge, 
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discharge,  and  good  and  sufficient  discharges  for  the  said        18S8. 
interest  and  dividends,  or  so  much  thereof  as  in  such  g^      ^ 
receipt  or  receipts   respectively,  should  be  expressed  tr« 

or  mentioned  to  be  received;  ^nd  from  and  after  the  wa»- 

decease  of  his  said  daughter,  Frances  Bratxn^  then  upon 
this  further  trust,  that  they,  his  said  trustees,  or  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  or  the  executors,  administrators  or  assigns 
of  such  survivor,  should  call  in  the  said  sum  of  1500/., 
and  pay  and  divide  the  same  to  and  amongst  all  and  every 
the  children  of  his  said  daughter,  Frances  Browrij  then, 
or  thereafter  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  when  and  as  they 
should  severally  attain  their  respective  ages  of  twenty- 
one  years. 

Tliat  the  testator  departed  this  life  on  the  5th  of 
June  1820,  and  shortly  after  his  death,  his  executor 
transferred  the  sum  of  1500/.  Xo  Harris  (since  deceased)  ^ 

and  Borman  upon  the  trust  aforesaid. 

In  1832,  Frances  Brown  who,  up  to  that  time,  had 
continued  a  widow,  intermarried  with  and  became  and 
was  the  wife  of  the  Plaintiff. 

The  bill  suggested  certain  breaches  of  trust  as  to  the 
trust  fund,  and  prayed,  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  de- 
clared  entitled,  in  right  of  his  wife  Frances  Scarborough, 
under  the  will  of  the  said  testator,  to  the  interest  of  tbo 
sum  of  1500/.  during  the  lifetime  of  his  wife,  and  all 
arrears  thereof;  and  it  prayed  for  an  account  thereof, 
for  consequential  directions. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants  filed  a  general  demurrer. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Jemmett,  in  support  of  the 
bill, 

D  2  Mr. 
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18S8.  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Sidebottonij  for  the  demurrer. 


«.  ^— ^— ^— — — — 

BOBMAN. 

No9. 3.  ^^  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating  the  circum- 

stances of  the  case. 

This  case  was  not  argued,  but  both  parties  concurred 
in  desiring  the  case  to  be  decided  upon  the  argument 
in  TuUett  v.  Armstrongs  and  in  representing  that  the  only 
question  was,  whether  the  woman  was  entitled  to  sepa- 
rate estate,  when  the  subject  became  vested  in  her  when 
single.  I  am  of  opinion  that  she  is  so  entitled,  and  on 
that  ground  allow  the  demurrer,  unless  the  counsel  for 
the  Plainti£P  should  think  that,  notwithstanding  that  opi- 
nion, the  bill  can  be  sustained,  as  seeking  to  secure  the 
fund  for  the  benefit  of  any  children  of  the  present  mar- 
riage. 


Augutt.  CLARK  V.  JAQUES. 

Sept.  5. 

An  annuity       riiHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  a  petition 

was  bequeath-     ■  i  i       -r* 

ed  to  a  lady,  presented  by  Richard  Hitchcock  and  Sarah  Grace 

m^ld*ar'  ^^  "^^^^  "^^^^^  ^^^^^  *^^  Waiiam  Clark,  by  his  will, 
the  death  of     dated  the  25th  of  October  1822,  among  other  things, 

for  her  se?'*  gave  and  bequeathed  the  residue  and  remainder  of  his 

parateuse,  personal  estate  and  effects  unto  Thovias  Williams  and 

ofanyhus-  John  Jaqnesy  upon  trust,  from  and  out  of  the  yearly 

band  with  dividends  and  annual  profits  thereof,  to  pay  and  apply 

might  at  any  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  said  Sarah  Grace  Hitchcock 

time  marry,  (therein 

and  without  ^ 

power  of  anticipation.  Afler  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  legatee  married,  became 
a  widow,  and  contracted  a  second  marriage.  No  disposition  having  been  made  by 
her  while  discovert :  Held,  that  the  separate  use  and  anticipation  clauses  attached 
to  the  annuity  during  the  second  marriage. 
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(therein  called  Sarah  Grace  Bromi^  spinster,  daughter  18S8. 
of  Mr.  George  Brawn\  for  her  own  use  and  benefit,  for 
and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  the  yearly  sum 
of  50/.  sterling :  and  the  testator  declared  it  to  be  his 
will,  that  the  said  annuity  should  be  for  the  separate 
use  of  the  said  annuitant,  and  not  subject  to  the  debts  or 
control  of  any  husband,  with  whom  she  might  happen 
to  be  married,  at  the  time  of  the  said  testator's  decease, 
or  at  any  time  afterwards  ;  and  that  the  receipt,  or  re- 
ceipts of  the  said  Sarah  Grace  Hitchcock,  should  be  good 
discharges  to  his  said  trustees.  And  he  declared  it  to 
be  his  will,  that  the  said  annuitant  should  not  sell,  or  dis- 
pose of,  or  in  any  manner  incumber,  or  anticipate  her 
said  annuity,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  the  future  or  grow- 
ing payments  of  the  same  in  anywise  howsoever.  That 
the  testator  died  without  having  altered  his  will,  which 
was  proved  on  the  20th  of  February  182S. 

The  petition  fhen  stated  that  the  petitioner,  Sarah 
Grace  Hitchcock,  was  born  on  the  17th  day  of  August 
1804,  and  was  a  spinster  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
said  testator ;  and  on  or  about  the  14th  day  oiMay  1828, 
she  intermarried  with  Thomas  Jaques,  who  afterwards 
departed  this  life ;  and  in  January  1836,  she  intermarried 
with  Richard  Hitchcock,  who  was  born  on  the  8th  day 
oi  May  1792;  that  during  the  time  the  petitioner, 
Sarah  Grace  Hitchcock,  was  so  a  spinster,  and  during  her 
marriage  with  the  said  Thomas  Jaques,  also  during  her 
widowhood,  and  since  her  marriage  with  the  petitioner 
Bichard  Hitchcock,  down  to  the  30th  day  of  July  then 
last  past,  she  had  been  in  the  receipt  and  enjoyment  of 
the  said  annuity. 

« 

The  petition  then  stated  certain  orders  of  the  Court, 
dated  the  10th  of  February  1827,  the  10th  of  August 
1831,  and  the  20th  of  February  1836,  by  which,  the  an- 

D  3  nuity 
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Duity  bad  been  directed  to  be  paid  to  the  separate  use 
of  Mrs.  Hitchcock. 

The  petition  then  stated,  that  the  petitioners,  by  cer- 
tain articles  of  agreement,  made  and  entered  into  on  the 
2d  day  of  August  instant,  had  contracted  and  agreed 
to  sell  unto  Ireneus  Mayhem^  and  the  said  Ireneus  May^ 
hew  had  agreed  to  purchase,  at  or  for  the  sum  of  440/. 
(subject  as  in  the  said  contract  or  agreement  was  men- 
tioned,) all  that  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  suhi  of  50/.  so 
given  and  bequeathed  to  the  petitioner,  Sarah  Grace 
HitchcocJcj  by  the  will  of  William  Clark  deceased,  for  and 
during  the  joint  lives  of  the  petitioners,  Richard  Hitch" 
cock  and  Sarah  Grace^  his  wife,  on  a  good  tide  being 
shewn  to  the  said  annuity,  and  on  IreneMs  Mayhex^  the 
purchaser,  being  put  in  the  receipt  of  the  same  annuity, 
under  the  order  of  this  honourable  Court,  and  it  prayed 
that  the  agreement  or  contract  o(  August  1838  might  be 
confirmed,  and  the  sale  thereby  intended  to  be  made ; 
That  the  said  Ireneus  May  hew  might  be  entitled,  and 
directed  to  receive,  all  future  payments  of  the  said  an- 
nuity of  50/.  thereafter  to  accrue  due  during  the  joint 
lives  of  the  petitioners,  Richard  Hitchcock  and  Sarah 
Grace  Hitchcock,  and  for  certain  consequential  direc- 
tions. 


Mr.  BiltoUf  in  support  of  the  petition. 
Mr.  Wilcoxy  for  the  trustees. 


Nw.  5.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  testator,'by  his  will,  dated  the  25th  of  OctcAer  1 822, 
bequeathed,  out  of  the  interest  of  the  residue  of  his  estate, 
an  annuity  of  50/.  to  Sarafi  Grace  Browrij  spinster,  for 

her 
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her  sq)arate  use,  not  subject  to  the  debts  or  control  of       1838* 
any  husband,  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  or  after-       ClIak 

wards,  and  she  was  not  to  have  power  to  alienate.  v. 

Jaquss. 

The  testator  died  leaving  the  annuitant  a  spinster. 

On  the   14th  of  May  1823,   the  annuitant  married 
Thmas  Jaques^  who  some  time  afterwards  died* 

And  on  the  22d  of  January  1836,  the  annuitant,  then 
the  widow  ofjaques,  married  Richard  Hitchcock. 

In  August  1838,  Hitchcock  and  wife  agreed  to  sell  the 
annuity  to  Ireneus  MayheWj  apd  the  (iind  out  of  which 
the  annuity  is  payable,  being  in  Court,  this  petition 
prays  that  the  annuity  may  be  paid  to  the  purchaser. 

I  do  not  think  fit  to  grant  the  prayer  of  this  petition, 
because  I  think,  that  the  interest  was  effectually  ^ven 
to  the  woman  for  her  separate  use,  and  with  restraint 
upon  alienation  during  her  life;  and  that  the  fact  of 
her  haying  been  single  at  the  testator's  death,  and  a 
widow  during  the  period  which  elapsed  from  her  first 
husband's  death  till  her  second  marriage,  do  not  vary 
the  nature  of  her  estate  and  interest. 

No  order  made  upon  the  petition. 
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DIXON  V.  DIXON. 


A  lady  btaag     rW^HlS  bill  was  filed  by  -Am  Maria  Dixon,   the  wUe 
eoUtled,  mb-      J_  *' 


iS 


prior  of  the  Defendant,  John  Dixon,  by  Iier  next  friend, 


^"  against  her  husband  and  a  trustee,  clfuming  to  be  en- 
bold  and  Tund-  Utled  to  certain  property,  as  being  her  separate  estate, 
•hc'^^^ic  lender  the  following  circumstances ;  — 


I 


for  her  xnu^        At  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  the  Plaintiff,  Jnn 

ate  UM,  iDde-    j^aria  Dixon,  then  Jnn  Maria  S/iields,  with  her  first 

pcodcnt  oi  ber 

intended,  or     husband,  Samuel  Simpson,  she  was  entitled,  in  remainder, 

hH^d*"''^^  to  a  certain  portion  of  two  freehold  houses,  her  mother 
fint  hiMband     having  a  previous  life  estate  therein :  she  was  also  en- 
^^ed  a  MS    titled,  in  remainder,  to  a  share  in  two  sums  of  money 
coDd  time:      invested  in  the  fiinds,  in  which  also  her  mother  had  a 
proper^  itill     previous  life  estate.     In  August  1821,  the  Plaintiff  (her 
belongni  to      mother  being  then  living),  married  Samuel  Simpson,  on 
gtmu  ettau^    which  occasion  a  settlement  was  executed,  whereby  her 
interest  in  these  freeholds  was  conveyed  to  trustees,  in 
trust,  for  sale,  and  she  assigned  to  trustees  all  her  in- 
terest in  the  stocks  and  funds;  and  it  was  declared,  that 
the  trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  the  produce  of  the 
real  estate  and  of  the  funds,  upon  the  trusts  following :  ^ 

Upon  trust  and  to  the  intent  that,  during  the 
natural  life  of  the  Plainti^  the  interest,  dividends,  or 
annual  proceeds  of  the  said  trust  monies,  stocks,  funds, 
and  securities,  might  be  for  the  sole  and  separate  use 
and  disposal  of  the  PiaintifiT,  exclusive  of  the  said  Samuel 
Simpstm,  or  am/  other  huHtand  with  whom  she  might 
intermarry,  and  free  from  his  debts,  engagements,  do- 
minion and  control ;  and  (o  that  end,  upon  trust,  to  pay 
such  interests,  dividends,  or  annual  proceeds  from  time 
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to  time  as  the  same  should  be  due,  and  be  received 
dther  into  the  proper  hands  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  for 
which  her  receipt,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  should 
be  a  good  discharge,  or  to  such  person  or  persons,  and 
for  such  use  and  purpose  as  she,  by  writing  under  her 
hand,  should,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  from  time 
to  time,  as  the  interest,  dividends^  or  annual  proceeds 
should  arise,  but  not  in  any  way  by  anticipation,  direct. 
And  it  was  by  the  said  indenture  further  declared  and 
agreed  by  and  between  the  parties  thereto,  subject,  and 
without  prejudice,  to  such  powers  of  appointment  and 
proyisioo,  for  advancement  for  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, as  were  therein  mentioned;  that  in  case  there 
should  not  be  any  child  or  children  of  the  intended 
marriage,  or  if  there  should  not  be  any  child  who  should 
become  entitled  to  a  vested  interest  in  the  trust  monies, 
stocks,  funds,  or  securities,  the  trustees  and  the  survivor 
of  them,  and  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such 
survivor,  should  stand  possessed  and  interested  of  and 
in  the  same,  in  trust,  for  the  Plaintiff,  her  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns,  in  case  she  should  happen  to 
swrive  the  said  5.  Simpson. 
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DiXOK. 


Samuel  Simpson  died  in  October  1827,  without  having 
W  any  children  by  the  Plaintiff.  The  Plaintiff  after- 
wards married  the  Defendant,  John  Dixon^  on  which  oc- 
casion no  settlement  was  executed  ;  and,  in  Tehniary 
,  1838,  the  Plaintiff's  mother  died,  whereby  the  Plaintiff 
l^ecame  entitled,  in  possession,  to  her  proportion  of  the 
'i^oIds  and  of  the  funds  in  question :  she  filed  this 
^xsi'Peht'uary  1838,  stating  these  circumstances,  and 
4at  she  had  not,  for  some  time  past,  been  supported 
^Mm  Dixon^  and  that  she  was  therefore  wholly  with- 
o^the  means  of  subsistence:  the  bill  also  stated  that, 
on  the  second  marriage,  her  husband  had  notice  of  the 
settlement.  The  Defendant,  the  husband,  by  his  an- 
swer. 


I 


42 


1838. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

swer,  admitted  that,  prior  to  his  marriage  with  the  Plain- 
txS'j  he  had  heard  that  a  settlement  had  been  executed 
on  the  occasion  of  the  Plaintiff's  previous  marriage  with 
Samuel  Simpson ;  but  the  Defendant  said  he  was  never 
made  acquainted  with,  or  informed  of  the  contents  of 
that  settlement,  and  that  he  never  saw  the  same;  he 
submitted,  whether  the  settlement  made  on  the  first  mar- 
riage of  the  Plaintiff  was  binding  on  him,  and  he  claimed 
to  be  absolutely  entitled,  for  his  own  use,  to  the  whole  of 
the  property :  he  also  stated  that  he  had  separated  fi*om 
his  wife  in  consequence  of  her  misconduct. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Thompson^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Stuart^  contra^  for  John  Dixo7u 

Mr.  Penyf  for  the  trustees. 

77ie  Master  of  the  Rolls  held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled,  for  her  separate  use,  to  the  income  of  the  trust 
funds. 


Nov.  16. 
Dec,  7,  8. 


FEARY  V.  STEPHENSON. 


One  of  several  ^T^HE  original  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  Samuel 

m'^^SShi.  ^'""y'  ^-  ^««««n?.   and    W.   C  Bromla,,   and 

interest  and      Elizabeth  his  wife,  against  Joseph  Stephensouj  and  TVil- 

became  m* 

solvent  pend-    ^'^^  Head  (trustees  under  the  will  of  John  Stephenson), 

ing  the  suit  Elizabeth  Stephensoti  the  executrix,  and  other  parties 
mental  bill        interested  in  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate,  for  an 

was  filed  by  account 

the  other  co- 

Plaintiffs  against  the  mortgagee  and  the  provisional  assignees  alone :  Held,  that  the 
Defendants  in  the  original  suit,  who  were  accounting  parties,  ought  also  to  have 
been  made  parties  to  the  supplemental  suit. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  4S 

aocoQDtof  the  real  ana  personal  estate  of  the  testator,        1838. 

and  for  payment  of  one  eighth  part  thereof,  to  which  ^^^^^""^ 
EUzabeth  Bromley,  as  one  of  the  children  of  the  testator,  v. 

was  entitled.  S«««hk,k. 

W.  C  Bromley  and  Elizabeth  Bromley^  it  appeared, 
had  assigned  their  share  to  Feary,  in  consideration  of  a 
sum  of  600^  ;  but  Feary,  by  a  memorandum  indorsed 
on  the  assignment,  admitted  this  sum  to  be  the  money 
^IMamdngj  and  that  he  was  a  mere  trustee  for  him. 
ftary  afterwards  purchased  of  Mannings  and  became 
entitled  to  one  half  of  the  said  share.  These  &cts  ap- 
peared on  the  original  bill. 

teary  subsequently  assigned  his  interest  to  Reeves^  by 
way  of  mortgage,  and  afterwards  took  the  benefit  of  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Act. 

A  supplemental  bill  stating  these  circumstances,  was 
then  filed  by  Manning  and  Bromley  and  his  wife,  against 
Sieves  and  the  provisional  assignee  alone. 

The  original  and  supplemental  suits  now  came  on 
for  hearing. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon,  for  the  Plain- 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Jeremy,  for  the  Defendants, 
the  trustees,  objected  to  the  case  proceeding,  on  the 
ground,  that  Stephenson  and  Read  had  not  been  made 
parties  to  the  supplemental  bill. 

« 

Mr.  Cooper,  for  one  of  the  Defendants,  referred  to  a 
case  of  Lloyd  v.  Meredith,  {a) 

The 
(«)  At  the  Roll8>  15th  March  1838,  unreported. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Feary  The  original  bill  was  filed  by  three  persons,  alleged 

Stsphensok*  ^  have  an  interest  in  the  testator's  estate,  and  it  was 
answered  by  the  accounting  party ;  Feaiy  and  Manning 
and  Bromley  and  wife  were  the  parties  to  whom  the  De- 
fendants were  called  on  to  account.  The  bill  is  brought 
to  a  hearing,  and  then  it  is  admitted  that  Feary  has  no 
interest;  therefore,  as  it  now  stands,  the  suit  is  pro- 
secuted by  a  party  who  has  no  interest ;  and  it  is  then 
alleged,  that  there  is  another  suit  to  which  the  assignees 
of  Feary  are  made  parties.  I  must  have  some  authority 
produced  before  I  can  allow  this  case  to  go  on.  The 
cases  in  which  the  interest  of  a  Defendant  has  devolved 
upon  another  person,  raised  a  very  different  question. 

The  case  stood  over  to  produce  authorities. 


Nw.  7.  Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon.  It  is  not  neces- 

sary to  make  the  original  Defendants  parties  to  a  supple- 
mental bill,  unless  they  have  an  interest  in  the  supple- 
mental matter.  This  was  decided  by  Sir  John  Leach 
in  Bignall  v.  Atkins,  {a)  The  same  objection,  as  in  the 
present  case,  was  raised  in  Greenwood  v.  Atkinson  (6), 
but  it  was  overruled  by  the  Vice-Chancellor.  What 
possible  interest  can  the  trustees  have  in  the  matters 
stated  in  this  supplemental  bill?  their  liability  is  neither 
increased  nor  diminished.  Where,  in  the  progress  of  a 
suit,  a  child  comes  into  esse,  and  who,  being  one  of  a 
class,  becomes  interested  in  the  subject  matter  of  the 
suit,  it  is  the  practice  to  file  a  supplemental  bill  against 
that  child  alone,  and  not  to  make  all  the  other  original 
Defendants  parties  thereto.  Again,  where  in  the  pro- 
gress of  a  suit  it  becomes  necessary  to  revive,  the  bill 

of 

(a)  6  Mad.  369.  (b)  5  Sim,4\9, 


SnPHBNSOir. 
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of  reviyor  is  not  filed  against  all  the  original  Defend-  18S8. 
ants,  but  only  against  the  party  in  respect  of  whose  ^^^''^ 
interest  the  revivor  becomes  necessary.     No  advantage  «. 

can  result  from  allowing  this  objection,  but  the  expense 
of  the  suit  will  in  this,  and  all  other  similar  cases,  be 
uselessly  increased  by  making  all  the  original  Defend- 
ants parties  to  a  new  bill.  They  also  cited  Redesdale, 
p.  62. 

Mr.  Cooper,  for  another  Defendant 

Mr.  Reynolds,  for  the  provisional  assignee. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls,  without  calling  for  a  reply. 
There  being  no  authority  produced,  I  am  bound  to 
allow  the  objection.  An  accounting  party  ought  to 
know,  who  it  is,  that  calls  upon  him  for  an  account 
The  case  is  just  as  simple  as  this,  a  party  calls  for  an 
account,  and  the  Defendant,  at  the  hearing,  is  ready  to 
account,  and  he  is  then  for  the  first  time  informed,  that 
some  of  the  Plaintiffs  have  no  right  to  call  for  such  ac- 
<X)unt,  or  that  one  of  them  has  transferred  his  right  to 
some  one  else,  of  whom  the  accounting  party  never 
heard  before.  Is  it  possible  to  support  a  record  in  such 
a  state  ?  I  regret  the  extra  expense  to  which  the  parties 
^  be  put  by  allowing  the  objection,  but  it  would  be 
JDnch  more  to  be  regretted,  if  an  accounting  party  were 
to  be  ignorant  to  whom  he  is  to  account,  up  to  the  very 
^me  of  the  hearing. 

The  cases  cited  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  present ; 
the  case  of  a  Defendant's  interest  being  transferred  is 
very  different,  for  the  Plaintiffs  remain  the  same  to  the 
cni  In  the  cases  referred  to,  where  the  interest  of  one 
of  the  Defendants  was  transferred,  the  only  thing  ne- 
cessary 
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1888.        cessary  was,  that  the  PlaintifP  should  bring  before  the 


Feasy 
Stephenson. 


Court  a  proper  substitute  for  such  parties. 


The  cause  was  allowed  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  to 
add  parties  by  amendment,  or  otherwise. 

Mr.  Pemberton  asked  for  the  costs  of  the  day,  on  the 
ground,  that  his  clients  not  having  been  made  parties  to 
the  supplemental  bill,  they  had  no  opportunity  of  rais- 
ing the  objection  by  their  answer,  and 

His  Lordship,  on  that  ground,  ordered  the  Plaintifis 
to  pay  such  costs. 


Juitf\5^  14. 
Nov.  8. 


GRAFFTEY  v.  HUMPAGE. 


tetdement 
certain  spe- 
cified property 
of  the  wife 
was  settled, 
with  an  ulti- 
mate limit- 
ation, in 
default  of 
children,  to 
her  next  of 
kin,  and  the 


SdeSS*^       y/BRAHAM  HALL,  by  his  will,  dated  the  Sd 

-^^  October  1793,  gave  4000Z.  to  trustees,  on  trust, 
to  pay  the  interest  thereof  to  his  wife  and  daughter 
equally,  share  and  share  alike,  for  their  sole  and  se- 
parate uses,  independent  of  any  husband ;  and  after  the 
decease  of  either  of  them,  the  whole  interest  was  to  be 
paid  to  the  survivor  of  his  wife  and  daughter,  for  her 
separate  use  for  life ;  and  after  the  decease  of  the  sur- 
husl^d  cove-  vivor,  the  interest  was  to  be  applied  to  the  maintenance 
settle  any  pro-  ^^  ^^e  children  of  the  daughter,  who  should  be  living  at 

Eerty  which      ^^^  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  wife  and  daughter,  till 
IS  wife,  or  o        » 

he  in  her  they 

right,  should 

thereafter,  during  the  coverture,  succeed  to  the  possession  of,  or  acquire  on  like 

trusts.  At  the  time  of  the  marriage,  a  sum  of  money,  which  was  not  mentioned  in  the 

settlement,  stood  settled,  in  trust,  for  the  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children, 

with  remainder  as  she  should  appoint,  and  in  default  thereof,  *'  to  her  executors, 

administrators  and  assigns."    The  husband  survived  the  wife,  there  were  no  children, 

and  the  wife  made  no  appointment :  Held  that,  after  the  death  of  the  husband  and 

wife,  the  next  of  kin  of  the  wife, 'and  not  the  representatives  of  the  husband,  were 

entitled  to  the  fund. 
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tbey  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  the 
capital  was  to  be  transferred  to  such  children,  when  they 
attained  twenty-one,  equally.  And  in  case  the  daughter 
should  die  without  leaving  any  such  children  (which 
event  happened),  the  testator  gave  one  moiety  of  the  sum 
of  40001.  to  his  brother  John  Hall^  and  the  other  moiety 
(which  was  the  sum  in  question  in  the  cause)  to  such 
persons  as  the  daughter,  whether  covert  or  sole,  should 
by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment, 
to  the  exeeutorsj  administrators^  or  assigns  of  the  daughter. 
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AAer  the  date  of  the  will,  and  in  1794,  the  testator's 
daughter  married  the  Rev.  George  Vaxellj  by  whom 
she  had  no  issue,  and  he  died  soon  after  the  marriage, 
in  the  testator's  lifetime. 

• 

The  testator  died  in  December  1800,  and  in  the  be- 
ginning of  1807,  Mrs.  Vowellj  the  testator's  daughter, 
then  a  widow,  was,  under  his  will,  entitled  to  the  interest 
of  the  40002L  as  to  one  moiety  in  possession,  and  as  to 
the  other  moiety  in  remainder,  after  the  death  of  her 
mother  Anna  Hallj  for  her  life,  to  her  separate  use;  and 
a  tnoiety  of  the  capital  was  limited  to  her  executors, 
adminbtrators,  or  assigns,  subject  to  the  contingent  in- 
terest of  children,  and  to  an  absolute  power  of  appoint- 
ment in  herself.  She  was  at  the  same  time  entitled 
absolutely  to  the  sum  of  5066/.  ISs.  4^  3  per  cent, 
consolidated  Bank  annuities,  standing  in  her  own  name, 
and  to  the  sum  of  4500/.  sterling,  which  was  vested  on 
securities  in  her  own  name. 


In  that  state  of  things,  and  previously  to  the  marriage 
which  afterwards  took  place  between  Mrs.  Vatvell  and 
Thomas  Humpagej  a  settlement,  dated  the  25th  day  of 
March  1807,  was  executed  by  and  between  Mrs.  Vowell 
of  the  first  part,  Thomas  Humpage  of  the  second  part, 
and  Joseph   Wilson^  John  Clayton,  and  Samuel  Mills, 

who 
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GftAprrsT 

V. 
HUMPAOB. 


who  were  trustees,  of  the  third  part;  and  thereby,  after 
reciting  that  Mrs.  yatDell  was  possessed  of,  or  entitled  to 
the  50662.  135.  ^d.  S  per  cent,  consolidated  Bank  an- 
nuities, and  the  4500/.  sterling,  and  that  it  was  agreed 
that  those  sums  should  be  settled  as  thereinafter  men- 
tioned ;    and  that  aU  such  future  fortune  which  Mrs. 
Vffwell  should  acquire  or  succeed  tOy  should^   when   the 
same  should  accrue  to  and  vest  in  her^  be  also  settled 
as  thereinafter  mentioned ;  and  further  reciting,  that,  in 
order  to  such  settlement  of  her  present  fortune,  she  hod 
transferred  the  5066/.  13^.  4fd,  3  per  cent,  annuities,  and 
the  securities  for  the  payment  of  the  4500/.  had  been 
assigned  to  the  trustees ;  it  was  witnessed,  that,  in  con^ 
sideration  of  the  intended  marriage,  and  for  making 
some  provision  for  Mrs.  Vowell  and  Thomas  HumpagCy 
and  the  issue  between  them  to  be  begotten,  it  was  de« 
clared  and  agreed,  that  the  trustees  should  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  5066L  Ids.  4c/.  3  per  cent,  consols,  and  the 
4500/.,  after  the  marriage,  on  trust,  to  pay  the  interest 
and  dividends  to  Mrs.  Vowellj  and  her  assigns,  during 
the  joint  lives  of  herself  and  her   husband,   for  her 
separate  use;  and  after  the  decease  of  either,  to  the  sur- 
vivor for  life ;  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of 
them,  in  trust,  for  all  the  children  of  the  marriage,  as 
thereinafter  mentioned ;  but  in  case  there  should  be  no 
child  of  the  marriage,  and  Mrs.  Vowell  should  survive 
Thomas  Humpage,  upon  trust,  for  her  absolutely ;  but  in 
case  she  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  her  intended  bus- 
band,  then,  after  his  death,  on  trust,  to   assign  and 
transfer  the  trust  funds,  to  such  persons  as  Mrs.  Vowell 
should  appoint;  and  in  default  of  appointment,  upon 
trust,  to  pay,  assign  and  transfer  the  same,  unto,  be- 
tween and  amongst  the  next  of  kin  of  Mrs.  Vowellj 
according  to  the  statute  enacted  for  the  distribution  of 
intestate  estates,  in  case  she  had  died  a  feme  sole^  un- 
married.    And  the  settlement  contained  a  covenant  by 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Humpagej  <<  That  in  case  the  said  Elizabeth  VaneU^        1 8S8. 
to  intended  wife^  or  he  the  said  Thomas  Hwnpage,  in     ^^^^^ 
kr  rightj  should  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter  dtning     _^    v. 
^  said  caoerture,  succeed  to  the  possession  of,  or  aC' 
fdre  any  property^  estate,  or  e£Rect8,  whether  real  or 
personal,  and  whether  by  devise,  bequest,  descent,  or 
otherwise  howsoever,  then,   that  he  the  said   Thognas 
Humpage,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  as- 
signs, would  at  his,  their,  or  some  or  one  of  their  own 
proper  costs  and  charges,  and  when  thereunto  required 
bjr  the  said  Joseph  Meson,  John  CSayton  and  Samuel 
MSls,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
or  any  <nr  either  of  them,  make,  do  and  execute,  or  join 
and  concur  with  the  said  Elizabeth  VaweU,  his  intended 
wife,  and  all  other  necessary  parties,  in  makings  doing  and 
executing  all  such  acts,  deeds  and  things,  devices,  convey- 
ances, assignments  and  assurances  in  the  law  as  should 
be  necessary,  and  as  counsel  should  advise  and  require, 
for  the  conveying,  settling  and  assuring  all  such  estate, 
property  and  effects,  as  the  said  Elizabeth  Vcnoell,  or  the 
said  Thomas  Humpage  in  her  right,  should  or  might  so 
succeed  to,  or  acquire  as  aforesaid,  to  the  uses  and  upon 
the  trusts  following,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  use,  intent 
tod  purpose,  that  the  rents  and  profits,  interest,  divi- 
dends and  annual  produce  thereof  respectively,  might 
be  secured  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Vamellj  for 
and  during  the  joint  lives  of  her  and  the  said  Thomas 
Humpage,  her  intended  husband,  upon  her  own  sepa- 
rate* receipt,  to  and  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  ex- 
clusive  and  independent  of  him,   and  without  being 
sabject  to  his  debts,  control,  or  engagements ;  and  from 
and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Elizabeth  V&aoeU,  then 
upon  such  and  the  like  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the 
children  of  them  the  said  Thomas  Humpage  and  Eli- 
xabeth  Vawell,  his  intended  wife,  as  were  thereinbefore 
declared  of  and  concerning  the  said  trust  monies  and 
Vol.  I.  E  the 
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1838.       the  securities  for  the  samet  or  ns  near  thereto  as  the 
^^1^^^^^^"^     nature  of  the  respective  properties,  the  death  of  parties, 
V.  and  other  circumstances,  and  the  rules  of  law  and  equity 

tivxPAGE.  m^ould  admit;  and  &iling  such  issue,  then  in  trust,  for 
such  person  or  persons  and  for  such  intents  and  pur- 
poses as  the  said  Elizabeth  V&aodl  should  at  any  time 
thereafter,  whether  covert  or  sole,  and  notwithstanding 
her  said  intended  coverture,  by  her  last  will  and  tes- 
tament in  writing,  or  any  writing  in  the  nature  of,  or 
purporting  to  be  her  last  will  and  testament,  or  any 
codicil  or  codicils  thereto,  to  be  by  her  duly  signed  and 
published,  direct  or  appoint;  and  in  de&ult  of  such 
direction  or  appointment,  then  as  to  real  property,  in 
trust,  for  the  heir  at  law  of  the  said  Elizabeth  VoweUj  and 
as  to  personal  property,  in  trusty  Jor  her  next  of  kinj  by 
force  of  the  statute  for  distribution  of  intestates'  estates, 
in  case  she  had  died  v^feme  sole^  and  unmarried." 

jinna  Hall,  the  mother  of  Mrs.  Humpc^e,  having 
died  in  the  year  1817,  Mrs.  Humpage  thereupon  be- 
came entitled,  in  possession,  to  the  other  moiety  of  the 
interest  of  the  4000/!.  bequeathed  by  her  father's  will 
to  her  for  her  life,  to  her  separate  use. 

In  September  18S2,  Mrs.  Humpage  died,  leaving  her 
husband  surviving  her,  without  having  had  any  issue, 
and  without  having  made  any  appointment,  either  of  the 
stock  and  money  specifically  comprised  in  the  settlement, 
or  of  the  moiety  of  4000/.,  which  she  had  power  to  ap- 
point under  her  father's  will.  Thomas  Humpage  died  in 
18S4,  without  having  taken  out  letters  of  administration 
to  the  personal  estate  of  his  wife,  Elizabeth  Humpage^  or 
doing  any  act  to  possess  himself  of  her  moiety  of  the 
5797/.  consols,  on  which  the  4000/.  had  been  invested. 
Letters  of  administration  of  the  goods  of  Mrs.  Humpage^ 
limited  to  the  purposes  of  this  suit,  were,  after  her  hus- 
band's death,  granted  to  one  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

This 
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This  bQl  was  filed  by  the  next  of  kin  of  Mrs.  Hum-  1838. 

pagej  against  the  trustees  of  the  fund  and  the  personal  ^T*^^^^^ 

representatives  of  Mr.  Hwnpage^  claiming  the  moiety  of  v. 

tbe  fiind.  Humpaoe. 

Mr.  Pembertan  and  Mr.  Collins^  for  the  Plaintifis. 

Mr.  Ttnnei/  and  Mr.  George  Turner j  for  the  personal 
representatives  of  Mr.  Bumpage. 

Mbr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Bailey^  for  the  trustees. 

He  following  authorities  were  cited  and  relied  on :  — 
Bkhards  v.  Chambers  {a\  Lee  v.  Muggeridge  {b\  Stiffs 
V.  EoereU  (c),  Woodcock  v.  Ttie  Duke  of  Dorset  ((/), 
Gage  V.  Adon  {e\  Douglas  v.  Congreve  (g),  Tayleur  v. 
Dickenson  (h)^  Prebble  v.  Boghurst  (i)^  Bidmer  v.  Jay  {k\ 
JPalin  V.  HiUs  (/),  Sabberton  v.  Skeeles  (m),  Collier  v. 
Squire {n)^  Anderson  v.  Dawson  (o),  Purdew  v.  Jackson{p)j 
Massej^  v.  Parker*  (q) 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  ^ov.  q. 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  sum  of  2000/., 
being  one  moiety  of  a  sum  of  4000Z.  bequeathed  by  the 
will  of  Abraham  Hallj  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin  of 
Elizabeth  Humpage,  deceased,  or  to  the  legal  personal 
representatives  of  her  husband,  Thomas  Humpage,  de- 
ceased, who  survived  her. 

[His  Lordship  stated  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 

and  proceeded]  — 

The 

(a)  10  Fes,  5S0.  (k)  4  Simotu,  49. 

{b)  1  F.  4-  J?.  118.  (0  1  Mt/,  4-  K.  470. 

(c)  1  My.  4-  C.  37.  (m)  1  Jiuit.  *  M.  587. 

{d)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  568.  (n)  3  Ruts.  467. 

le)  1  Salk.  327.  (o)  15  Ves.  552. 

{g)  1  Keen,  410.  {p)  I  Russ.  U 

(h)  1  Russ.  521.  (q)  2  Myl.  4*  JT.  174. 


(t)  1  Swans.  509. 
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18S8.  The  question  is,  whether,  in  the  events  which  bap- 

^^^^'^^^     pened,  this  moiety  of  the  4000/.  either  according  to  the 

V.  true  intent  of  the  will,  or  by  the  operation  and  effect  of 

HuifPAai.     ^g  settlement,  belonged  to  the  next  of  kin  of  Mrs. 

Humpage, 

The  words  From  the  care  which  the  testator  took  to  limit  the 

and  admini-      4000/.,  to  the  separate  use  of  his  daughter,  independent 

strators "  haye  q{  ^ny  husband,  it  is  probable  that  his  principal  intent 

in  some  cases 

been  con-         was  to  exclude  the  husband ;  and  cases  have  occurred, 

r^t^fki™^^  in  which,  to  support  the  plain  intent,  the  words  **  per- 
but  the  words  sonal  representatives,''  or  ^^  executors  and  adminis- 
adniUdstrators  ^^^^^f"  ^^e  been  construed  to  mean  next  of  kin ;  but 

and  auigns*'  the  words  "  executors,  administrators  and  assigns''  do 
do  not  admit  i    .      i*  «  .    •  »  it 

of  that  inter-    ^^^  appear  to  me  to  admit  of  this  interpretation;  and  I 

pretation.         think   that,   subject   to  the   prior  limitations  and   the 

power  of  disposition,  the  words  of  this  will  gave  an  ab- 
solute interest  to  Mrs.  Humpage  ;  and  if  there  had  been 
no  settlement,  would,  in  the  events  which  have  happened, 
have  enabled  her  husband,  as  her  administrator,  to  take 
the  fund. 

Upon  the  settlement,  I  think  that  there  is  consider- 
able difficulty  in  any  view  of  the  case.    • 

The  4000/.  given  by  the  father's  will,  is  not  men- 
tioned in  the  settlement  at  all.  It  was  already  vested 
in  the  trustees  of  the  father's  will,  and  limited  for  the 
benefit  of  children,  though  not  in  the  same  way  as  was 
contemplated  in  respect  of  the  property  specifically 
comprised  in  the  settlement;  and  Mrs.  Humpage^  in  default 
of  children,  had  an  absolute  power  of  appointing  a 
moiety,  the  other  moiety  being  given  over.  These  cir- 
cumstances may,  perhaps,  account  for  the  omission  from 
the  settlement,  and  the  parties  may  have  regarded  the 
power  of  disposition,  which  was  only  to  have  place  in 
default  of  children,  and  the  ultimate  limitation,  whicj^ 

was 
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was  (mljr  to  take  effect  in  default  of  children  and  of 
appointment,  as  something  which  was  to  arise,  or  be 
acquired  in  future,  and  as  such,  to  be  subject  to  the 
liusband's  covenant     But,  however  this  may  be,  the 
settlement  is  silent  as  to  the  4000/»,  and  although  the 
settlement,  in  words,  refers  to  the  present,  and  also  to  the 
fotore  fortune  of  Mrs.  HumpagCj  it  is  argued  for  the 
Defendants,  that  by  the  present  fortune  of  Mrs.  Hum' 
page,  the  parties  only  meant  the  5066/.  185.  ^d.  3  per 
cent  annuities  and  the  4500/.  sterling,  specifically  com- 
prised in  the  settlement;  and  that  by  the  future  fortune, 
was  meant  only,  such   new  acquisitions  as   might  be 
made  during  the  coverture,  without  reference  to  and 
not  comprising  any  property,  other  than  that  specifically 
comprised  in  the  settlement,  to  which  Mrs.  Htmpage 
might  then  be  entitled.     It  is  further  argued,  that  al- 
though the  right,  which  ultimately  became  available  to 
the  husband,  was  acquired  by  the  coverture,  yet,  that 
nothing  succeeded  to  the  wife,  or  to  the  husband  in  her 
right,  during  the  coverture ;  and  that  nothing  was  ac- 
quired by  the  husband,  till,  by  the  death  of  the  wife,  the 
coverture  was  determined ;  and  then  it  is  insisted  that, 
the  recital  having  reference  only  to  such  future  fortune 
as  Mrs*  Humpage  should  acquire  or  succeed  to,  and  the 
covenant  fixing  the  period  of  coverture,  as  the  time  during  • 
which  the  wife,  or  the  husband  in  her  right,  should  suc- 
ceed to  the  possession  of,  or  acquire  any  property,  estate, 
or  effects,  this  particular  property  is  effectually  excluded. 


1838. 


Grafitet 

V, 
HUMPAOE. 


I  cannot,  however,  acquiesce  in  this  argument ;  there 
are,  indeed,  di£Bculties  in  any  construction  of  the  settle- 
ment, but  having  regard  to  the  terms  in  which  the 
settlement  is  expressed,  I  think  that  the  intention  was, 
to  settle  all  the  property  on  Mrs.  Humpage  which  was 
considered  to  be  disposable;  that  Mr.  Humpage  was 
intended  to  have  no  beneficial  interest  in  any  part  of 
her  property  during  her  life,  and  that  after  her  death, 

JB  3  he 
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Grapftby 

V, 

HUMPAOE. 


he  should  Dot  have  more  than  a  life  interest  in  the 
5066L  13&  ^cL  3  per  cent,  annuities  and  4500^  sterling. 

It  is  admitted,  that  any  thing  which  he  acquired 
in  her  right,  during  the  coverture,  was  bound  bj  the 
covenant ;  now  it  was  by  the  coverture  only,  that  he  ac« 
quired  the  marital  character,  which  afterwards  entitled 
him  to  administer  and  possess  the  estate  of  hb  deceased 
wife :  the  right,  which  upon  the  death  of  the  wife  be- 
came complete^  had  its  inception  by  the  marriage,  and 
existed  during  the  coverture,  and,  it  appears  to  me  that, 
upon  the  true  meaning  and  intention  of  the  parties,  and 
the  equity  of  the  settlement,  Mr.  Humpage  might  have 
been  compelled,  to  subject  the  right  so  vested  in  him  to 
the  provisions  of  the  settlement,  though  during  the 
coverture,  it  was  but  inchoate,  and  might  have  been 
wholly  defeated,  by  his  death  in  the  wife's  lifetime :  on 
the  whole,  therefore,  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  2000L 
in  question  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin  of  Mrs.  JE&m- 
page,  (a) 

(a)  Affirmed  31st  Jfo^r,  1839. 


> 


Dec.  24. 


A  motion  for 
an  injunction 
and  receiver 
is  irregular 
wbere  the 
Plaintiff 
amendihis 
tnll  between 
the  time  of 
p?ing  notice 
of  moinn^ 
and  the  time 
of  bringing  on 
the  motion. 


GOUTHWAITE  v.  RIPPON. 

A  N  order  to  an^nd  was  obtained,  but  no  amendment 
was  made  before  the  ISth  December.  On  the  ISth, 
a  notice  of  motion  was  given  for  au  injunction  and  re- 
ceiver, for  the  1 7th  of  December.  The  bill  was  amended 
oiTthe  same  day,  but  after  the  notice  of  motion  had  been 
served. 

On   the  17th  of  December^  a  subpoena  to  answer  the 
amended  bill  was  served ;  and,  in  this  state  of  things, 

Mr. 
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Mr.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  Hare  moved  finr  an  injunction        18S8. 
and  receiver.  ^^"^^^^^^^ 

GOOTHWAITE 

V. 

Mr.  James  Bussell  objected,  that  the  motion  was  ir-       ^"«>»'- 
legaUr,  the  notice  having  been  given  on  a  record  which 
DO  longer  existed ;  and  that,  on  the  existing  record,  no 
notice  of  motion  had  been  given. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  allowed  the  objection, 
and  refused  the  motion. 


EVANS  V.  TWEEDY.  May9s,i9. 

Nov,  6. 

rrmOMAS  hartley,  by  his  will,  bearing  date  A  trust  for 
-L    the  25th  day  of  September  1806,  after  giving  to  his  Jf^d^bSI'fn  . 
yfVe^  Jane  Hartley^  the  sum  of  200/.,  and  to  Thomas  Wilson  will  of  per- 
and  John  Tweedy,  the  sum  of  50/.  a  piece,  gave  and  be-  ^n  „q^  p^el 
queathed  all  his  money  and  securities  for  money,  stock  ^^J^^  ^^^  ^V^^' 
ia  the  public  funds  and  all  the  residue  of  his  personal  statute  of 
estate  not  therein  before  specifically  disposed  of,  to  the  Li""^''*^"^. 
Slid  Jane  Hartley ,  Thomas  Wilson  and  John  Tweedy,  and 
tfaor  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  tq>on  trust, 
to  convert  into  money  so  much  and  such  part  thereof  as 
shooid  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  that  his  will ; 
and  thereout,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  and  discharge  his, 
the  said  testator's,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
the  debts  which  he  should  owe  at  his  decease    and  the 
peconiary  legacies  therein-before  bequeathed,  or  which 
he  might  bequeath  by  any  codicil  to  his  will. 

Thomas  Hartley  died  in  the  month  of  March  1808, 
and  this  suit  was  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the 

E  4  estate. 
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1838.  estate.  The  decree  was  made  on  the  1 6th  of  Me^  1 886, 
and  directed  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  any,  and,  if 
any,  which,  and  to  what  amount,  of  the  debts  and 
legacies  of  tlie  testator  remained  unpaid. 

Under  this  decree,  the  petitioner,  Mrs.  BcnoeSf  the 
widow  and  executrix  of  Creneral  BoweSf  made  her  claim, 
and  the  Master,  by  his  report  in  1888,  after  setting 
forth  several  facts,  which  he  considered  to  be  esta- 
blished, found,  that  a  debt  of  700/.,  with  interest,  at 
5  per  cent,  from  the  Sd  day  of  Jpril  1803,  remained 
unpaid,  and  was  payable  to  the  petitioner,  Mrs.  Bowes. 
To  this  report  the  Plainti£&  excepted,  and,  by  their  ex- 
ceptions, brought  into  question,  not  only  the  conclusion 
at  which  the  Master  had  arrived,  but  also  many  of  the 
facts  which  the  Master  had  considered  to  be  established. 

The  case  now  came  on  upon  the  Plaintiff's  ex- 
ceptions, and  upon  a  petition  of  Mrs.  Bowes  to  confirm 
the  report. 

The  case  allied  by  Mrs.  Boaoes  was,  that  in  the 
beginning  of  the  year  1803,  a  certain  estate,  consisting 
partly  of  freehold  and  partly  of  copyhdd  land,  aiid 
belonging  to  the  late  General  Bowes^  was  vested  in 
trustees,  on  trust,  to  sell  the  same  for  his  benefit ;  that 
they  agreed  to  sell  it  to  the  testator,  Thomas  Hartley^ 
for  the  sum  of  700/. ;  that  Hartley  made  the  purchase, 
for  the  benefit  of  his  son,  Thomas  Hartley  the  younger ; 
and  a  conveyance  to  him,  of  the  freehold,  was  prepared 
and  signed  by  the  trustees  and  by  General  Bowes; 
that  possession  of  the  land  was  given  to  Thomas  Hartley 
himself,  but  that,  in  this  state  of  things,  the  transaction, 
from  some  unexplained  cause,  was  interrupted :  the 
purchase  money  was  never  paid,  and  the  deed  of  con- 
veyance remained    undelivered   in  the  hands  of  the 

vendors, 
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Teodon,  or  their  solicitor.  No  claim  was  made  till  the  18S6. 
jear  18d6»  nearly  thirty-three  years  after  the  date  of  the 
allegi^  transaction ;  but  it  was  insisted,  that  the  claim, 
notwithstanding  the  lapse  of  time,  was  sustained ;  first, 
because,  by  the  will  of  Hartley^  there  was  a  trust  for  the 
payment  of  debts,  which  was  not  barred  by  the  lapse  of 
time;  secondly,  because  the  parties  interested  in  the 
personal  estate  of  Hartley  had  from  time  to  time  ad- 
mitted the  debt  to  be  due ;  and  thirdly,  because  the  debt 
was  clearly  established,  and,  as  it  consisted  of  unpaid 
purchase  money,  it  constituted  a  lien  on  the  lands,  and 
was  a  charge  not  barred  by  length  of  time. 

The  case  of  Janes  v.  Scott  (a)  was  much  commented  on 
dariag  the  argument ;  that  case  having,  at  the  hearing 
of  these  exceptions,  been  argued  on  appeal,  before  the 
House  of  Lords,  but  no  judgment  had  then  been  pro- 
nooDced.  In  that  case  Lord  Brougham,  reversing  the 
dedsbn  of  Sir  John  Leach,  held,  that  a  trust  for  the 
pajfment  of  debts,  in  a  will  of  personal  estate,  would 
prerent  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Purvis,  for  the 
Hamtifis. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Bethell,  for  Mrs.  Solves. 

I%e  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  would  postpone 
deciding  the  point,  as  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  until 
^e  result  of  the  appeal  in  Jones  v.  Scott  was  known. 

On  the  16th  of  August  1888,  the  House  of  Lords 
i^^rsed  the  decision  of  Lord  Brougham  in  Jones  v. 
Scott. 


The 
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1838.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  case). 

As  the  trust,  created  by  the  will  of  Hartley^  affected 
only  his  personal  estate,  and  the  case  of  Jones  v.  ScoU 
has  been  reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  argument, 
Nov.  6.  which  is  founded  on  the  supposed  trust,  cannot  prevail. 
And,  upon  the  best  consideration  which  I  have  been 
able  to  give  to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Tweedy,  it  does  not 
appear  to  me  that  an  admission,  or  such  an  admission 
as  can  be  binding  upon  him  or  his  assignees,  is  made 
out  against  Hartley  the  son. 


[After  referring  to  the  evidence  on  this  point,  his 
Lordship  proceeded  ^] 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  no  admission  or  ap- 
propriation in  &vour  of  General  Baooes,  or  his  estate,  is 
established. 


With  respect  to  the  lien  for  unpaid  purchase  money, 
it  has  undoubtedly  been  considered  as  making  a  vendee 
or  his  heir  a  trustee  for  the  vendor;  but  in  this  case, 
the  suit  is  to  administer  the  personal  estate  of  Hartley^ 
the  father ;  and  on  this  occasion,  Mrs.  Bowes  claims, 
as  against  the  personal  estate,  a  legal  debt,  or  the 
benefit  df  a  specific  appropriation ;  and  if  it  were  ne- 
cessary to  consider  the  question  of  lien  on  the  real 
estate,  I  should  be  at  a  loss  for  grounds  whereon  to 
establish  the  lien,  in  a  case  where  it  is  not  known  with 
suflBcient  certainty,  what  was  the  contract  between  the 
parties,  what  was  the  land,  or  the  quantity  of  land 
agreed  to  be  purchased,  or  what  was  the  price. 

His  Lordship  stated  the  evidence  on  this  point,  and 
concluded  thus :  — 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  Mrs.  Bowes  had  not  made  out 
her  claim  against  the  personal  estate  of  Hartley^  the 

father ; 
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fiidier;  tnd,  tberefbre,  it  appears  to  xne,  that  the  ex-        18S8. 
ceptioos  filed  bj  the  Plaintiff  mast  be  allowed,  and  that 
the  petition  of  Mrs.  Barnes  mast  be  dismissed,  without 
costs. 


fi 


DOUGLAS  i;.  CONGREVE.  Nov.  12. 

Dec.  19. 

T  the  will  of  George  Douglas^  dated  the  18th  daj  A  dcYise  of 
of  March  1831,  he  expressed  himself  as  follows : —  gomd  estate  to 
"I give  and  bequeath  unto  Mrs.  Margaret  Stoddartj  wife  *  ^®}"?  covert, 
o{  James  Douglas  Sioddart^  Esq.,  now  residing  with  me,  her  inde- 
50,000/.  S  per  cent,  consolidated  annuities,  to  be  trans-  ^  ^Jj^ 
ferred  within  six  months  after  my  decease  to  her,  or  as  with  re- 
she  shall  direct,  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use,  inde-  her  husband 
pendoit  of  her  husband ;  and  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  ^o""  ^^  **  ^ith 

,1  /•  1      J      .  1  remainder  to 

all  my  manors,  messuages,  nurms,  lands,  tithes,  tenements  the  heirs  of 

and  hereditaments  at  ChikUmsinA  elsewhere,  in  the  county  ^^  ^^^'" 

otKetUj  with  every  of  their  rights,  members  and  appur-  remainders 

tenancesy  together  with  the  use  of  all  my  household  ^^pJH^j 

goods,  plate,  linen,  horses  and  other  cattle,  and  all  my  with  a  declar- 

turming  and  gardening,  live  and  dead  stock,  implements  ^11  the  afore- 

and  utensils,  used  in  and  about  my  said  estates,  unto  the  ^^  limita- 

'^  tions  were  in- 

said  Margaret  Stoddartj  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  tended  by 
natural  Ufe^for  her  independent  use  and  benefit ;  and  from  Jq  be^n^strict 

and  after  her  decease,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  all  settlement." 

J  .1  r  1      J      Held,  that, 

and  every  my  said   manors,  messuages,  farms,  lands,  subject  to  the 

tithes,  tenements,  hereditaments  and  premises  with  the  husband's  life 

estate  the 
eoods  and  chatteb  therein  and  thereon  as  aforesaid,  wife  took  an 

UDto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Jaines  Douglas  Stoddart,  J?^^®  ^*"  '" 

tne  real  estaiey 

finr  his  natural  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  and  an  ab- 
qf  the  body  of  the  said  Margaret  Stoddart,  in  tail;  with  ?°*^'^  jJIJ.f"' 
remainder,  to  the  use  of  my  nephew,  the  Rev.  Alexander  sonalt}'. 
Haustoun,  for  his  natural  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use 

of 
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of  the  heirs  of  his  body,  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  my  niece  Elizabeth  Houstoun,  for  her  natural  life, 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  her  body,  in  tail, 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  my  cousin  Aretas  Akers^  son 
of  the  late  Aretas  Akers^  Esq.,  for  his  natural  life,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  his  body,  in  tail ;  and 
I  do  hereby  declare,  that  all  the  aforesaid  limitations  of 
my  estate  are  intended  by  me  to  be  in  strict  settlement^ 
with  remainder  to  my  own  right  heirs  for  ever.*'  The 
testator  nominated  and  appointed  William  Congrevej 
Ralph  Dunn  and  John  Morison^  executors  of  his  said 
will. 


At  the  original  hearing,  several  points  arising  on  this 
will  were  determined,  {a) 

The  remaining  question  in  this  cause  was,  what  in- 
terest the  Plaintiff  took  in  a  certain  portion  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testator,  George  Douglas^  namely, 
the  household  goods,  &c.  For  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining that  question,  it  became  necessary  to  ascertain 
what  interest  she  took  under  the  testator's  will,  in  his 
real  estates  at  Chilston  and  elsewhere,  in  the  county 
of  Kent ;  and  that  question  was  submitted  to  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas.  The  case  was  argued  before  that 
Court,  in  Trinity  term  1837,  who  certified  that  under 
the  will,  the  Plaintiff  took  an  estate,  in  tail  general,  in 
the  real  estates,  {b)  The  certificate  having  omitted  to 
notice  the  estate  given  to  the  Plaintifi*'s  husband, 
it  was  afterwards  amended,  and  the  Judges  of  the 
Common  Pleas  thereby  certified  their  opinion  to  be, 
"  That  the  Plaintiff  took  under  the  will  of  George 
Douglas,  the  testator,  an  immediate  estate,  for  life,  in 
the  real  estates  of  the  said  testator  at  Chilston  and  else- 
where, in  the  county  of  Ke?it ;  and  an  estate  in  remain- 
der, 
(fl)  See  1  Keen,  410.  (A)  See  4  Bing.  N,  C.  I. 
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der,  in  ta3  general,  in  the  same  lands,  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  the  estate  for  life,  limited  to  James 
Douglas  Stoddart:' 

The  cause  was  now  brought  on,  for  further  di- 
recdoDs  upon  the  Master's  report,  and  upon  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  of 
their  opinion,  upon  the.  case  submitted  to  their  con- 
sideration by  this  Court ;  and  the  Plaintiff  now  asked, 
that  this  certificate  might  be  confirmed.  It  was  con- 
tended for  the  Defendants,  who  were  devisees  of  interests 
in  remainder,  that  the  learned  Judges  had  come  to  an 
erroneous  conclusion,  and  they  desired,  that  the  case 
inight  be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  another  court 
of  law. 
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Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  Richards^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  testator  has  not,  by  his  will,  created  an  executory 
trust  which  the  Court,  or  the  trustees  are  to  carry  into 
execution,  by  means  of  a  conveyance  or  settlement, 
thereby  moulding  the  limitations  which  the  testator 
has  expressed  in  untechnical  language ;  but  here  is 
a  strict  legal  devise,  to  the  Plaintiff,  for  life,  ^*  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  her  body  in  tail." 
It  cannot  now  be  argued,  that  this  creates  any  thing 
but  a  legal  estate  tail  in  the  Plaintiff.  The  leading  case 
on  this  point,  and  in  which  the  law  was  restored  after 
some  infiraction,  was  ihsXoi  Jesson  v.  Wright  (a),  in  which 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  was  reversed 
by  the  House  of  Lords.  In  that  case,  there  was  a  de- 
vise  to  W.^  for  life,  with  remainder  unto  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  as  W.  should  appoint;  and  in  default  thereof, 
then  to  the  heirs  of  WJs  body,  share  and  share  alike, 

as 

(a)  SM.^  S.  95.     S,  C.  8  Bligk^  1. 


6S 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


18S8. 


DouaLAf 


as  tenants  in  common;  and  if  one  child,  the  whole  to 
such  child.  It  was  contended,  that  the  testator  did 
not  intend  the  expression,  ^^  heirs  of  the  body,'*  in  its 
strict  sense.  The  House  of  Lords,  however,  held 
the  contrary.  Lord  Redesdale  said,  ^^  It  cannot  at  this 
day  be  argued,  that  because  the  testator  uses  in  one 
part  of  his  will  words  haying  a  clear  meaning  in  law, 
and  in  another  part  other  words  inconsistent  with  the 
former,  that  the  first  words  are  to  be  cancelled  or  oi?er-- 
thrown.*' 


Here,  the  devise  is  not  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  convey 
or  settle,  but  a  devise  to  the  wife,  for  life;  with  re- 
mainder to  the  husband,  for  life ;  with  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  the  wife;  and  in  default,  over; 
with  an  ultimate  remainder  to  the  testator's  right  heirs. 
There  is  nothing  to  prevent  this  settlement  from  being 
a  strict  settlement,  since,  by  a  mere  fiction  of  law,  which 
gives  an  imaginary  recompence  to  the  issue,  the  courts 
sanction  the  issue  in  tail  being  barred.  The  difficulties 
which  would  arise  from  a  construction  difierent  from 
that  which  has  been  arrived  at  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  are  insuperable.  In  what  way  can  the  Court 
deal  with  this  case  ?  Is  the  Court  to  say,  that,  because 
the  testator  has  expressed  his  intention,  that  the  limit- 
ations should  be  in  strict  settlement,  it  will  settle  the 
estate  in  a  mode  different  from  that  which  the  terms  of 
the  legal  devise  warrant ;  and  that  too  in  a  case  where 
the  testator  has  left  nothing  for  the  Court  to  do  —  no 
discretion  to  exercise  —  but  where,  on  the  contrary,  he 
has  executed  the  intention  himself;  will  the  Court  exe- 
cute a  legal  devise,  in  the  way  in  which  it  would  an 
executory  trust  ? 


The  words   give  a  clear  estate  tail,  and  this  legal 
limitation  is  not  to  be  altered  by  subsequent  doubtful 

expressions ; 
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opresskiDS ;  and  where  the  Court  is  not  called  on  to 
mike  a  setdement,  but  to  declare  what  the  expressions 
aeao,  it  has  no  jurisdiction  to  alter  the  l^;al  effect  of 
the  limitations. 


1888. 


CoiiaasFE. 


Assuming)  however,  that  the  heirs  take  as  purchasers, 
then  tbey  have  a  mere  contingent  remainder,  which 
might  be  immediately  defeated.     The  Court  would  do 
nothings  therefore,  by  construing  this*a  limitation  to 
the  heirs,  as  purchasers ;  to  render  it  effectual,  an  estate 
to  trustees  to  preserve  condngent  remainders,  must  be 
iotroduoed  into  the  will;    for  otherwise,  the  husband 
aod  wife  might  concur  in  destroying  the  contingent  re- 
maiaders ;  but  suppose  an  estate  to  trustees  to  be  in- 
troduced into  the  will,  how  are  the  words  **  heirs  of  the 
body  in  tail "  to  be  moulded  ?     If  Mrs.  Douglas  had 
sous  and  daughters,  are  these  words  to  be  construed  as 
first  and  other  sons,  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the 
daughters  successive^  or  as  a  class ;  or  is  the  limitation 
to  sons  to  be  in  tail  general  ?     How  are  the  limitations 
to  the  sons  of  daughters,  and  to  the  daughters  of  sons 
to  come  ?    Are  the  daughters  of  a  son  to  take  in  priority 
to  the  sons  of  a  daughter?    Are  ^^ heirs"  to  be  read 
generally,  and  are  sons  and  daughters  to  take  equally ; 
or  are  sons  to  take  as  one  class,  and  the  daughters  to 
take  as  another  class;  are  the  sons  to  take  successive^ 
and  the  daughters  in  a  class?      How  can  the  Court 
declare  what  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  ?     No  two 
persons  could  agree  as  to  what  was  meant  by  strict  set- 
tlement, and  the  further  the  Court  proceeds,  the  more 
difficulties  it  encounters,  and  the  more  the  Court  must 
become  convinced,  that  the  legal  construction  of  this 
devise,  which  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  has  arrived 
at,  is  the  sound  construction ;  and  that  there  is  nothing 
to  enable  the  Court  to  cut  down  the  legal  estate  tail, 
and  declare  that  the  Plaintiff  takes  a  life  estate  only. 

It 
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It  was  suggested,  when  the  case  was  before  the 
Court,  that  the  limitation  to  the  Plaintiff,  for  life,  was  for 
her  separate  use,  and  was  a  trust  estate ;  and  that  the 
limitation  to  the  heirs  of  her  body,  in  tail,  was  a  legal 
remainder,  and  that,  therefore,  they  could  not  coalesce; 
but  the  estate  for  life  is  not  less  a  l^al  estate,  because 
this  Court  prevents  the  husband  from  interfering  with  it. 
The  life  estate  is  given  to  the  wife,  and  not  to  a  trustee, 
and  a  court  of  law  would  altogether  disregard  the  direc- 
tion, that  she  was  to  hold  it  for  her  separate  use*  The 
decision  of  the  Common  Pleas  must  be  founded  on  this, 
that  the  two  estates  are  legal  and  will  coalesce ;  if  this 
were  not  the  case  at  law,  the  estates  could  not  unite. 
The  rules  of  the  courts  of  law  are  equally  iqpplicable 
to  this  Court,  for  no  case  exists  where  a  devise,  con- 
strued to  be  a  legal  estate  in  a  court  of  law,  has  been 
construed  differently,  or  as  an  equitable  estate  in  equity. 
Subject  to  the  life  estate  of  her  husband,  the  Plaintiff  is, 
therefore,  tenant  in  tail  of  the  real  estates,  and  has  an 
absolute  interest  in  the  personalty. 


Mi.KindersUy  and  Mr.  Thompson^  for  Houstoun  Doug-^ 
las  and  Elizabeth  Douglas ;  and  Mr.  Glasse  for  Jlretas 
Akers. 

It  is  impossible  not  to  see,  that  the  construction 
which  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  has  put  on  this  will 
entirely  defeats  the  intention  of  the  testator,  distinctly, 
satisfactorily  and  unambiguously  expressed  on  the  face 
of  his  wilL  We  admit,  that  the  rule  in  SheUa^s  Case 
is  fairly  enunciated,  as  being  universal  and  without 
exception ;  but  it  is  a  rule  of  tenure,  and  not  of  construc- 
tion, and  the  Court  can  never,  by  means  of  this  rule, 
arrive  at  the  intention  of  the  testator :  on  the  contrary, 
the  rule  is  not  to  be  regarded,  until  you  have  first  ascer- 
tained, in  what  sense  the  testator  has  used  the  expres* 

sion 
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sion  "  heirs,"  or  "  heirs  of  the  body."  Mr.  Feame^  in 
bis  Treatise  (a),  says,  ^'  Nothing  can  be  better  founded 
than  Mr.  Hargrove  s  doctrine,  that  the  rule  in  Shellei/s 
Case  is  no  medium  for  finding  out  the  intention  of  the 
testator ;  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  rule  supposes  the  in- 
tention already  discovered ;"  and  again,  ^^'when  it  is  once 
settled,  that  the  donor  or  testator  has  used  words  of  in- 
heritance according  to  their  legal  import,  has  applied 
them  intentionally,  to  comprise  the  whole  line  of  heirs  to 
the  tenant  for  life,  and  has  really  made  him  the  terminus 
or  ancestor,  by  reference  to  whom  the  successor  is  to 
be  regulated,  then  comes  the  proper  time  to  inspect  the 
mle  in  SJieUetfs  CaseJ*  According  to  this,  the  Court 
must  first  asceitain  what  the  testator  meant  by  heirs  of 
the  body  in  tail,  and  when  it  has  arrived  at  the  intention, 
the  application  of  the  rule  in  SheUei/s  Case  is,  we  admit, 
universal. 


1838. 


Douglas 
congkeve. 


Again,  we  admit,  that  if  there  be  nothing  to  explain 
the  words  *^  heirs  of  the  body,"  the  testator  must  be 
taken  to  have  used  them  in  their  ordinary  sense ;  but 
the  Court  must  look  at  the  whole  will,  and  see  if  such 
was  really  the  testator's  intention.  It  has  been  laid 
down,  *^  that  there  is  no  technical  word  in  a  will ;  if  the 
testator's  intent  be  plain,  the  Court  will  modify  and 
effectuate  his  expressions,"  King  v.  Burchell{b);  and 
the  same  doctrine  is  laid  down  by  Justice  BuUer  in 
Hodgson  V.  Ambrose,  (c)  In  many  cases  the  Court  has 
put  a  construction  on  the  words  ^^  heirs,"  and  ^*  heirs 
male,"  far  different  from  their  strict  technical  meaning, 
as  in  Lisle  v.  Gray{d)y  L/me  v.  Davies{e)j  Doe  v.  Z^m- 

ingi 

(a)  8  th  edit.  187.  {d)  2  Levintz,  2S5. ;  and  see 

{b)  1  Eden,45l.;  and  seeJuS'  1  P,  IVitliams,  88. 

ten  V.  Taj/lor,  I  Edcn,365.  (e)  2  Lord  Raymond,  1561. 
(c)  Dotig.  S27. 

Vol.  I.  F 
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ing  (a),  Goadlitle  v.  Herring  (J),  Crump  v.  Norwood  (c), 
Goodtitte  dem.  Cross  y.  Woodhull{d\  where  the  scope  of 
the  will  shewed  such  to  be  the  testator^s  intention.  In 
Wright  y.  Jesson  {e)  it  was  not  decided  that  the  rule  in 
Shellei/s  Case  was  a  rule  of  construction,  but  the  Court 
considered,  that  the  testator  had  not  used  the  words 
'*  heirs  of  his  body "  in  any  other  than  their  technical 
sense;  and,  in  order  to  giye  effect  to  the  general  in- 
tention, as  in  Pierson  y.  Vickers  {g)j  that  all  the  issue 
should  take,  prior  to  the  gift  oyer,  the  expression  was 
construed  strictly ;  but,  in  •  Wright  y.  Jesson^  it  was 
throughout  admitted^  that  the  word  heirs  would  yield 
to  the  intention  of  the  testator ;  per  Lord  J^don^  p.  53.^ 
and  per  Lord  RedesdalCf  p.  57. 


Two  cases  haye  occurred  since  Wright  y.  Jesson^ 
namely.  Sight  v.  Creber  (g\  in  whicli  "  heirs  of  the 
body  "  in  a  devise,  were  held  to  mean  children ;  and 
North  y.  Martin  (/i),  where,  in  a  limitation  in  a  settle- 
ment to  the  wife  and  husband,  for  their  liyes,  with  re* 
mainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  husband  on  the 
body  of  the  wife,  and  their  heirs,  and  if  more  children 
than  one,  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  them,  as  tenants 
in  common,  it  was  held,  that  the  husband  took  for  life 
only,  and  that  the  children  took  by  purchase. 


ii 


The  first  thing  to  be  done  then,  in  the  present  case,  is 
to  ascertain,  whether  the  testator  intended  to  use  these 
words  in  their  technical  sense ;  now,  if  this  were  a 
of  executory  trust,  it  could  not  be  argued,  that  the 
cestor  would  take  an  estate  udl ;  the  meaning  of  the 
testator  cannot  then  be  different,  when  expressed  in  the 

same 


(c)  2  Bmrr.  UOa;  aodstaled 
in  Hmrgra9c*s  Lmw  Trmcfs,  506. 
{b)  1  JSful,  2C4. 
(r)  7  Taumi,  562. 


{c)  2  BK.  I. 
(g)  5  East^  548. 
(A)  S  Bmrn.Ji^  C866. 
(i)  6  &'«.  !?66. 
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fiune  words,  because,  instead  of  creating  a  trust,  he  has        1838. 

deriaed  a  leml  estate ;  he  says,  the  limitation  is  to  be  in     T^"^^^^^ 
^  ^  Douglas 

Strict  settlement,  adopting  the  very  words  of  Justice  «. 

Blachtone,  in  Perrin  v.  Blake  (a),  who,  it  is  stated,     Cokorkte. 

**  agreed  with  the  majority  of  the   Court  of  King^s 

Bench,  that  if  the  intent  of  the  testator  manifestly  and 

oertaitily  appeared,  by  plain  expression,  or  necessary 

implication,  from  other  parts  of  the  will,  that  the  heirs 

of  the  body  of  A.  should  take  by  purchase,  and  not  by 

descent,  there  a  devise  to  A^  for  life,  and,  after  his 

decease,  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  not  only  might,  but 

must  be  construed  an  estate  in  strict  settlement.**    Many 

difficulties  may  be  imagined,  but  the  only  question  now 

to  be  decided  is,  whether  the  PlaintiiF  takes  more  than 

a  life-estate;  the  Court  must  grapple  with  the  other 

difficulties,  suggested  by  the  PlaintiiF,  when  they  arise ; 

but  they  exist  in  all  cases  of  executory  trusts ;  however 

the  term,  *^  strict  settlement "  is  well  understood,  and 

frequently  used  by  the  Court;  as  in  Perrin  v.  Blake  (i), 

by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Doe  dem.  Duke  of  Devonshire  v. 

Lord  Oeorge  Cavendish  (c),   by  Justice  Btdler  in  Doe 

T.  Mtdgrave  {d\  by  Lord  Eldon^  in  argument,  in  Bastard 

V.  Proh/  {e\  and  explained  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 

in   his  judgment ;   by  Lord  EUenborough  in  Doe  v. 

Wood  {g\  and  in  White  v.  Carter  (A),  by  Lord  Hard*- 

tricke  in  AUanson  v.  Clitfierow  (i),  and  in  his  judgment 

in  Bagshaw  v.  Spencer  (^),  and  by  Sir  William  Grant  in 

Blackburn  v.  StaUes  (/),  and  in  Le  Hunte  v«  Hobson  {m\ 

and  in  White  v.  Carter  (n) ;  and  also  by  conveyancers,  as 

Teatricting  the  interest  of  the  ancestor,  to  a  life  estate ; 

and 

(a)  4i?«rrotcf,  2581.  (A)  2  Eden^  366.;   again    in 

{b)  1  Coll.  Jurid.  5 1 9.  AnibUr,  670. 

(e)  4  Term.  R.  744«  n.  (t)  1  Vet.  S4. 

Id)  5  Term  R.  524.  [k)  l  CoU.  Jurid.  3S4. 

ie)  2  Car,  7.  (/)  9  Vet.  ^  3. 371. 

(g)  1  B.  ^  AiiLSlS.  (m)  5  Ram.  4*  C  903. 

(if)  Ambler,  611. 
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and  it  is  enough,  on  the  present  occasion,  to  say,  that  a 
devise  to  one,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  her 
body,  in  strict  settlement,  does  not  give  more  than  an 
estate  for  life  to  the  first  taker.  In  this  case  the  dif- 
culty  suggested,  as  to  the  subsequent  limitations  to  the 
children,  is  removed  by  the  circumstance,  that  it  is  stated 
expressly,  that  the  issue  are  to  take  in  tail  general. 


Again,  the  rule  in  S/ieUej/s  Case  will  not  apply,  unless 
the  two  estates  are  of  the  same  quality  and  character; 
the  Plaintiff's  life  estate  is  limited  to  her  separate  use, 
and  the  husband,  is  seized  of  the  legal  estate ;  upon 
his  freehold  there  might  be  a  remitter,  Co.  Ldtt.  351. ; 
He  alone  might  have  made  a  tenant  to  the  precipe  ;  and 
he  alone  could  take  a  release,  or  confirmation  to  enlarge 
the  estate.  The  husband  is,  therefore,  a  trustee  for  the 
wife,  Bermet  ▼.  Davis  {a).  Morgan  v.  Morgan  (i) ;  even 
on  a  subsequent  marriage,  the  life  interest  would  retain 
its  trust  character,  TuUet  v.  Armstrong  (c) ;  the  estate  to 
the  Plaintiff's  heirs  is  a  legal  estate,  and  it  cannot, 
therefore,  unite  with  her  trust  estate  for  life,  Henry  v. 
PurceU.  {(i) 


It  is  evident,  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  that 
Mrs.  Douglas  should  take  an  estate  tail,  for  if  she  had 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  her  children  would 
have  taken  nothing,  and  the  intendon  of  the  testator 
would  have  been  defeated,  unless  they  took  as  purchasers; 
they  also  cited  Gallini  v.  Gallini  (^),  Jack  v.  Feather^ 
stone  (g),  Poole  v.  Poole  (A),  and  Jervoise  v.  7%^  Duie 
of  Northwnberland  (f ),  and  submitted,  tliat  the  certificate 

of 


{b)  SMad.^l\. 

(c)  iliii^,  page  1. 

{ji)  W,  Black.  1002.,  aud  see 
the  case  and  opinion  in  Fearn^t 
FottkuMOM  Worh,  579. 


U)  5  SarM.SIr  AcLefl. 
sAcL^  E.540. 
(g)  9  Bligh,  237. 
(A)  3J?off.4>P.6S7. 
(i)  1  Jac.  ^  W.  560. 


&C. 
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Mr.  Pemberion^  in 'reply. 

No  declarsltion  which  this  Court  can  make  can  affect 
the  legal  limitations  to  the  Plaintiff  and  the  heirs  of 
her  body.  The  Court  is  not  called  on  to  direct  a  con- 
veyance,  or  to  make  a  settlement ;  the  devise  is  a  legal 
devise,  over  which  the  Court  has  no  control.  The  only 
ground  for  sending  this  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  court 
of  law,  was  this ;  the  chattels  being  limited  in  the  same 
way  as  the  real  estate,  the  Court  took  the  oppor- 
tunity of  obtaining  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law,  as  to 
the  construction  of  the  limitations  of  the  real  estate,  in 
order  to  guide  its  decision  as  to  the  chattels ;  the  only 
question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  Court  considers  the 
certificate  so  unsatisfactory,  that  it  will  not  adopt  it,  in 
construing  the  gift  of  the  chattels. 

If  the  Court  were  to  attempt  to  model  these  legal 
limitations,  then,  instead  of  construing  a  will,  it  would 
be  making  one,  without  the  slightest  guide  to  enable  it 
to  effect  it 


The  estate  to  the  Plaintiff,  for  life,  is  a  legal  estate, 
and  all  the  legal  consequences  must  therefore  follow. 
It  b  true  that  this  Court  would  restrain  the  interference 
of  her  husband,  but  a  court  of  law  would  not  regard 
that  restraint;  audit  could  hardly  be  contended  that, 
because  this  Court  restricts  the  marital  rights,  it  must 
therefore  abridge  the  wife's  estate  from  an  estate  taii  to 
an  estate  for  life.  It  is  clear,  at  law,  that  the  Plaintiff 
takes  an  estate  tail ;  then,  on  what  principle  can  this 

F^  Court 
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Court  interfere,  and  insist  on  her  having  a  life  estate 
only,  when,  even  in  this  Court,  the  rule  in  Shelle^s 
Case  is  followed  in  limitations  in  equitable  estates,  not  in 
order  to  effectuate  the  intentions  of  the  testator,  which 
in  ninety-nine  cases  out  of  a  hundred  it  disappoints, — 
not  because  it  approves  of  the  rule,  —  but  from  the  ne- 
cessity for  the  security  of  property,  that  the  rules  of 
construction  should  be  the  same  in  both  Courts  ? 


I>ec.  19.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  stating  the  circum- 

stances of  the  case,  proceeded :  — 

The  gift  amounts  to  a  direct  devise  to  the  Plaintiff, 
for  her  life,  for  her  independent  use  and  benefit,  followed 
by  a  direct  devise,  after  her  death,  to  her  husband,  for 
his  natural  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs 
of  her  body,  in  tail,  with  remainders  over,  and  a  de- 
claration, that  all  the  aforesaid  limitations  were  intended 
by  the  testator  to  be  in  strict  settlement,  with  remainder 
to  his  own  right  heirs  for  ever. 

That  a  devise  to  one  for  life,  and,  after  an  inter- 
termediate  estate  for  life,  a  devise  to  the  heirs  of  the 
body  of  the  first  devisee  would  of  themselves  vest  an 
estate  tail  in  the  first  devisee,  is  not  denied ;  but  it  is 
argued,  that  upon  this  will,  the  testator  expressly  meant, 
that  the  words  ^^  heirs  of  the  body,"  which  he  has  used, 
should  not  be  taken  in  their  technical  sense,  —  that  the 
intention  of  the  testator  must  govern  the  construction 
of  the  will,  —  and  that,  upon  the  intention,  the  case  is 
not  within  the  rule  in  ShelUj/s  Case.  It  is  further  argued, 
that  the  life  estate  of  the  Plaintiff,  is  only  an  equitable 
estate ;  that  the  devise  to  her  right  heirs,  is  of  a  legal 
estate,  and  that  on  that  ground,  the  estates  could  not 
incorporate  into  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  the  Plain- 
tiff. 

As 
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As  to  the  intendon,  three  indicia  are  relied  on ;  first, 
the  gift  to  the  Plaintiff  expressly  for  life ;  secondly,  the 
limitation  to  the  heirs  of  her  body,  ^^in  tail ;''  thirdly, 
the  declaration,  th^t  the  limitations  were  intended  to  be 
in  strict  settlement. 
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A  part  of  the  argument  in  Jones  v.  Morgan  (a),  was 
founded  on  the  words  ^*  for  life ; "  and  upon  that,  Lord 
Tkurlow  observed  (p.  220),  ^^  I  think  the  argument 
immaterial,  that  he  meant  the  first  estate  to  be  an  estate 
for  life.  I  take  it  that  in  all  cases,  the  testator  does 
mean  so ;  I  rest  it  upon  what  he  meant  afterwards,"  and 
to  I  must  consider  it  in  the  present  case.    . 

As  to  the  words  ^^  in  tail,"  added  to  the  words  limits 
ing  the  estate  to  the  heirs  of  the  Plaintifi*'s  body,  they 
are  certainly  superfluous :  a  limitation  to  A.  and  the 
heirs  of  her  body,  in  tail,  b  the  same  as  a  limitation  to 
A  and  the  heirs  of  her  body,  without  the  words  ^*  in 
tail "  —  the  words  "  in  tail "  make  no  difference  in  the 
estate  given,  and  do  not,  as  I  conceive,  shew  any  inten- 
tion to  give  an  estate,  different  from  that  which  is  im- 
ported by  the  words  used. 


With  respect  to  the  words  *^  in  strict  settlement,"  I 
apprehend  it  to  be  true,  that  in  their  ordinary  sense, 
they  import  estates  limited  to  persons  who  are  living, 
for  life,  with  remainder,  in  tail,  to  unborn  issue ;  and  in 
the  case  of  marriage  articles,  wherein  it  is  agreed  to 
limit  an  estate,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of 
the  bo^y^  this  Court,  upon  the  presumed  intention,  will 
decree  h  strict  settlement  in  the  sense  of  the  words ;  and 
also,  that  in  the  case  of  executory  trusts  with  the  like 
limitations  and  an  expressed  intention,  that  the  limiu- 
ations  shall  be  in  strict  settlement,   this   Court  will 

execute 

(a)  1  Bro.C.C.  206. 

F  4 
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execute  that  trust,  in  the  same  sense  of  the  words,  if  it 
can  be  done  consistently  with  the  whole  will ;  but  that 
the  words  "  in  strict  settlement "  do  not  necessarily  limit 
the  first  estate  to  a  life  interest,  appears  by  the  case  of 
Allanson  v.  Clithercrw  {a\  in  which  there  was,  as  the 
words  were  construed,  a  direction  to  limit  an  estate,  for 
life,  to  the  testator's  son,  and,  subject  to  other  provisions, 
a  direction  to  settle  the  estate  on  the  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage, in  strict  settlement,  as  counsel  should  advise ;  and 
yet,  upon  the  whole  will,  it  was  held,  that  the  son  took 
an  estate  tail.  In  the  present  case,  there  is  no  executory 
trust.  It  is  a  case  of  direct  devise  of  the  legal  estate, 
and  in  terms. which,  according  to  the  rules  of  law,  give 
an  estate  tail  to  the  PlaintiiF;  and  it  does  not  appear 
to  me,  that  the  words  ^^  in  strict  settlement "  can  have 
the  legal  effect  of  altering  that  estate.  An  executory 
trust  would  have  admitted  greater  latitude  of  interpre- 
tation, and  the  effect  of  the  words  might  have  been 
different 


But  it  is  further  argued,  that  although  the  legal 
estate  is  given  to  the  Plaintiff,  yet  there  is  a  direction, 
that  she  shall  hold  it  for  her  independent  use  and 
benefit,  which  she  cannot  do  without  the  intervention 
of  this  Court,  which  converts  her  husband  into  a  trustee 
for  her,  so  that,  in  effect,  she  has  only  an  equitable  estate 
during  her  husband's  life ;  and  as  that  cannot  coalesce 
with  the  legal  estate,  in  remainder,  the  rule  in  Shellacs 
Case  does  not  apply.  It  is,  however,  to  be  observed,  that 
the  legal  estate  is  vested  in  the  wife ;  that  the  power 
which  the  law  gives  to  the  husband,  over  the  real  estate 
of  his  wife,  does  not  alter  the  nature  or  quality  of  that 
estate,  and  that  it  is  only  with  the  marital  power  of  the 
husband,  that  this  Court  interferes,  to  secure  to  the  wife 
the  independent  use  of  her  property. 

In 
(a)  1  r«f.  feo.  24. , 
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In  one  sense,  no  doubt,  the  husband  is,  or  may  be 
vMuie,  a  trustee  for  the  wife,  but  not  so  as  to  alter  the 
1(^1  estate  given  to  her  by  the  testator ;  and,  on  the 
whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  subject  to  the  prior  estate 
for  life,  Mrs.  Stoddart  is  entitled  to  an  estate  tail,  in  the 
lands  in  question,  and,  consequently,  that  the  Judge's 
certificate  must  be  confirmed.  As  the  Court  is  dealing 
with  the  personal  estate  only,  it  seems  right,  to  make  a 
declaration,  in  conformity  with  the  certificate,  as  to  the 
personal  estate  alone. 


1838. 


Douglas 
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HAWKINS  V.  HALL. 

nnHE  case  was,  that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  having  been 
dismissed  with  costs,  which  were  taxed  at  the  sum 
of  161/.  185.  Od,j  astibj}cena  for  costs,  to  that  amount, 
was  issued  against  him,  and  he  was  served  with  the  sub" 
yna  and  demand  for  payment  was  made  upon  him  at 
Axtbgn^,  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  The 
Plaintiff  afterwards  came  to  England^  and,  on  the  17th 
^December  last,  he  was  arrested  under  tlie  attachment, 
and  being  in  custody,  several  detainers  were  lodged 
against  him.  On  the  20th'  of  December^  a  motion  was 
msde  to  set  aside  the  attachment,  and  discharge  the 
Plabdff  out  of  custody  for  irregularity. 

Mr.  Kindersleyj  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended, 
^t  the  attachment  was  irregular,  being  founded  on  a 
*^ce  of  the  stibposna  and  a  demand  which  had  been 
D^ade  out  of  the  jurisdiction ;  and  secondly,  that  the 
^rit  of  attachment,  having  issued  previous  to  Miclmel- 
^^  term,  could  not  be  executed  after  that  term. 


Mr. 


Dee.  2C. 

18.?  9. 
Feb,n. 

Though  an 
outlaw  cannot 
come  into 
Court  to 
establish  a 
demand,  yet 
he  may  apply 
to  the  Court 
to  set  aside  an 
attachment 
which  has 
been  irregu- 
larly issued 
ngamst  him. 

Service,  out 
of  the  juris- 
diction, of  a 
subj)apna  for 
payment  of 
costs,  IS  ir- 
regular. 

The  same 
person  who 
has  caused 
another  to  be 
illegally  ar- 
rested and 
detained,  can- 
not serve  him 
^ith  a  tub' 
poena  for  costs 
whilst  in  cus- 
tody. 
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Mr.  Pembertofij  contra^  objected,  that  the  Plaintiff 
being  an  outlaw,  and  in  contempt,  could  not  be  beard 
in  a  court  of  justice ;  but  if  the  fact  of  his  being  in  con- 
tempt was  not  sufficient  to  prevent  the  Plaintiff  making 
this  application  (a),  still  that  the  outlawry  of  the  Plain* 
tiff  prevented  his  being  heard  in  a  court  of  justice. 
That  outlawry  was  a  more  serious  objection  than  a 
mere  contempt  (b) ;  the  former  might  be  objected  by  way 
of  plea,  whereas  the  latter  could  not  In  Daxndsan  v. 
Marchioness  of  Hastings  (e;),  it  was  held,  that  service  out 
of  the  jurisdiction,  namely,  in  Scotland^  of  an  order  nisi 
for  an  attachment,  was  good  service ;  the  object  being 
notice  only,  the  same  reason  applied  here. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply). 
I  think  that  these  proceedings  must  be  discharged.  The 
first  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  eutided  to  make 
this  application,  he  being  under  outlawry;  I  conceive 
that  an  outlaw  is  not  entitled  to  come  into  a  court  of 
justice  to  establish  a  demand  of  his  own ;  but  this  is  not 
now  the  question,  for  the  proceeding  against  the  outlaw 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  penal  proceeding  for  non-payment 
of  costs ;  and  the  question  is,  whether,  when  a  parQr  hay 
been  improperly  detained,  he  has  not  a  right  to  come 
into  Court,  to  get  rid  of  the  irregular  proceedings.  He 
does  not  come  to  establish  a  demand,  but  to  complain 
that  injustice  has  been  done  by  the  party  proceeding 
against  him ;  or  in  other  words,  that  the  power  of  the 
Court  has  been  used  improperly  against  him. 


Whatever  was  the  case  formerly,  in  the  present  day 
an  outlaw  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  law,  for  his 

personal 


(a)  King  v.  Bryant,  S  My.  4* 
C.  191.  Wilton  V.  Bates,  3  My. 
4-C.  197. 

(b)  Loukes  V.  Holbeach,  4  Bing. 


419.  Aldridge  v.  Bvilcr,  2  Mt^ 
(c)  2  K.  509. 


On  the  same  2(Hh  pf  December^  after  the  order  was 
proQouDced)  but  before  it  could  be,  or  at  least  before  it 
^u  drawn  up  and  served,  another  subpoena^  for  the  same 
cott^i  was  served,  and  another  demand  for  the  same,  was 
>Qade  on  the  Plaintiff,  whilst  he  remained  in  custody. 

The  Plaintiff,  being  free  from  the  attachment!  applied 
to  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  in  the  several  actions, 

in 
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pnoBsl  protcctioDf  and  he  must,  therefore^  be  entitled  1BS8. 
to  a|f  ly  to  a  court  of  justice,  to  remove  an  irregular 
order  by  which  he  is  improperly  detained*  I  think, 
tfaei^re,  he  has  a  right  to  make  this  application.  The 
Mxt  question  is,  if  the  proceedings  are  irregular.  I 
dttU  lay  nothing  as  to  the  attachment  being  executed 
too  late,  as  I  think  that  the  proceedings  are  urregular 
infinrm. 

Except  in  particular  cases,  provided  for  by  statutCf 
or  by  special  order  of  the  Court,  the  service  of  a 
writ  oagfat  to  be  made  on  the  party  within  the  juris^ 
dJcdoD.  I  lately  held,  that  an  order  nisi  for  a  seques- 
tntioii,  being  a  mere  notice,  was  r^[ularly  served  in 
Seotiandf  but  that  was  a  very  different  case.  This  is  a 
uipcBna  in  the  name  of  the  Queen,  that  is,  a  command 
in  the  Queen's  name,  which  is  to  be  obeyed,  or,  other- 
wise an  attachment  is  to  issue ;  this  service  is  nugatory 
wbere  the  party  is  residing  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  where 
the  Court  cannot  execute  its  process,  and  I  think  that  a 
writ  ought  not,  without  order  or  authority,  to  be  served 
m  i  party  who  b  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  not  liable 
to  the  ulterior  process  of  the  Court :  I  am  of  opinion 
diNt  the  service,  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  of  the  subpoena 
far  eostSy  was  irregular,  and  is  no  foundation  for  the 
ittidimeDtt  which  must,  therefore,  be  set  aside* 
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1838.  in  which  detainers  had  been  lodged  against  him  whilst 
in  custody.  The  last  rule  for  his  discharge  was  made 
absolute  on  the  30th  of  January^  but,  in  consequence 
of  some  inaccuracy  in  drawing  it  up  which  required 
amendment,  the  rule,  as  amended,  was  not  lodged  with 
the  Marshal  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  till  a  little  before 
two  o'clock,  on  the  3 1st,  at  which  time,  Mr.  HcnMns 
was  informed,  by  the  principal  turnkey,  that  all  was 
right  and  he  might  leave  the  prison  as  soon  as  he 
pleased ;  whereupon  Mr.  Hatokiiis  stated  his  intention 
not  to  leave  the  prison  'till  night;  and  he  appeared  to 
have  paid  his  fees  between  four  and  five  o'clock. 

There  was  no  evidence  to  shew,  that  in  the  meantime, 
/.  e.  between  two  and  four  o'clock,  Mr.  Hawkins  might 
not  have  gone  freely  wherever  he  pleased;  but  about 
four  o'clock,  a  sheriff's  officer,  with  the  attachment  ob- 
tained by  Mr.  Hallj  and  another  officer,  with  a  writ  of 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum  sued  out  by  David  Stock/brdf 
were  on  the  watch  to  arrest  him;  and  Mr.  Hawkins 
attempted  to  hide  himself  in  the  prison,  and  succeeded 
in  concealing  himself  in  the  rooms  of  Mr.  Montagu  (a 
prisoner),  till  between  nine  and  ten  o'clock  in  the  even- 
ing, when  he  was  discovered  and  compelled  to  go  into 
what  is  called  the  lobby  of  the  prison,  and,  when  there, 
he  was  immediately  arrested.  Being  arrested  under 
one  of  the  processes,  he  was  detained  under  the  other. 
On  the  evidence,  it  did  not  appear  whether  the  arrest 
was  made  under  the  attachment,  or  on  the  writ  of  capias 
ad  satisfaciendum. 

A  motion  was  now  made,  to  set  aside  the  attachment, 
under  which  the  PlaintiiT  had  been  arrested  for  non- 
payment of  the  costs,  and  that,  as  to  the  attachment, 
the  Plaintiff  might  be  discharged  out  of  custody. 
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VLt.Kmderdey  and  Mr.  Purvis^  ia  support  of  the        1838. 
Biotioa. 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  6.  Richards^  cotUi^ 

The  Masteb  rf  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  circum- 
staoees  of  the  case). 

It  is  clear,  from  the  evidence,  that  Mr.  Hatdnns  is 
endeavouring  to  avoid  satisfying  a  just  demand ;  but, 
whatever  his  fraud  or  misconduct  may  be,  he  must  l)e 
proceeded  against  in  a  legal  method,  and,  if  the  process 
has  issued  against  him  irregularly,  he  is  entided  to  be 
discharged. 

He  moves  that  he  may  be  discharged,  on  the  grounds, 
firsts  that  the  subpeena  for  costs  was  irregularly  served 
opon  him :  and  secondly,  that  at  the  time  of  the  arrest 
kewas  entitled  to  be  privileged,  and  to  leave  the  prison 
ireely,  for  the  purpose  of  returning  home. 

Whether  a  roan,  whose  home  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction, 
and  who,  being  entitled  to  leave  the  prison  in  the  middle 
of  the  day  and  being  then  free  to  do  so,  does  not  think 
fit  to  avail  himself  of  his  liberty,  but  resolves  to  wait 
till  aigbt,  plainly  with  the  intent  of  then  escaping,  and 
who,  being  soon  afterwards  under  apprehension  of 
vrest,  instead  of  appearing  and  claiming  his  privilege, 
secretes  himself  as  long  as  he  can,  is,  under  such  cir- 
conistances,  entitled  to  privilege,  is  a  question  which  it  is 
not  necessary  for  me  to  decide  on  this  occasion,  as  it 
^pfears  to  me  that  the  service  of  the  subpoena  for  costs, 
^  the  suit  of  Mr.  HaU,  was,  under  the  circumstances  of 
Ais  case,  irregular.  I  do  not  concur  in  the  argument, 
^hat  a  subpeena  for  costs  may  not  be  regularly  served  on 
A  party  who  is  in  prbon,  or  even  upon  a  party  who  is 

irregularly 
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18S8*  irregularly  and  improperly  in  custody  at  the  suit  of 
persons  not  connected  or  colluding  with  those  who  effect 
the  service ;  but  the  question  here  is,  whether  the  same 
man,  who  has  caused  another  to  be  illegally  arrested  and 
detained,  shall  himself  be  at  liberty  so  to  avail  himself 
of  his  own  wrong,  as  to  take  advantage  of  that  deten- 
tion,  for  the  purpose  of  serving  a  writ,  which  is  issued  at 
his  own  suit,  and  intended  to  be  enforced  by  process  of 
contempt 

I  have  not  met  with  any  authority  distinctly  applicable 
to  the  subject,  but  as  it  appears  to  me,  that  very  serious 
mischief  might  be  produced,  if  service  of  process  out 
of  this  Court,  under  such  circumstances  as  have  oc- 
curred in  this  case,  were  allowed  to  be  good,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion,  I  own  reluctantly,  that  the  ser^ 
vice  of  the  subpoena  for  costs  and  the  attachment  for 
non-payment  thereof,  were  irregular;  and  consequently^ 
that  Mr.  Harmkim  must  be  again  discharged. 

This  decision  was  confirmed,  on  appeal,  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor. 


Note. -—  See  Webb  ▼.  Dorwe/i,  Bamet,400. ;  (1 756.)  Jtowion  v. 
Walker^  S  W.  Blackit.  895. ;  (]  773.)  Lovcridge  v.  Plaiiiow,  2  H. 
BktekH,  29.;  (179S.)  Barlow  v.  llall^  2  ArutnUher,  461.;  (1794.) 
Spence  ▼.  Stuart^  3  East,  S9. ;  (1802.)  Birch  v.  Prodger,  I  New  Rep, 
135.;  (1804.)  Barkiey  v.  Faber,  2  B.^  Aid.  743.;  (1819.)  ^me 
Cate^  iChUty^  579.;  (1819.)  Madcie  v.  Warren^  5  Bnigh.  176.; 
(1828.)  Wetli  V.  Oumei/,  8  j9.  4*  Cress,  769.;  (1828.)  BarraU  ▼. 
Price,  9  Bingh,  S66, ;  ( 1 833.)  Spencer  v.  Kewton,  6  Ad,  4*  Ei,  625  ; 
(1837.) 
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DU  HOURMELIN  v.  SHELDON.  '«"• 

Nod.  10, 
^^^  1858. 

TTOS  case  came  on,  upon  exceptions  taken  by  a  pur-       '^^w-  28. 
chaser  to  the  Master's  report,  that  a  good  title  was  A  devise  of 
made  to  an  estate  sold  under  the  decree  in  this  cause,      i^adc  to  Eng^ 

liih  subjects, 

Elizabeikj  the  wife  of  Charles  Henry  Sheldon^  having  and,  after 
six  dsaehters,  and  having  power  to  appoint  her  real  payment  of 

o  ^  or  VI  mortgai^es,  to 

estate,  by  her  will,  dated  the  9th  day  of  October  1824,  invest  the  sur- 

dnly  executed,  appointed  her  estate  to  Edward  Sheldon^  ul^th^fimds 

Jam  SomervUle  Fornies  and  Bichard  Samuel  White^  in  trust  for 
aod  to  their  heirs  and  assigns,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  ^f  whom^were 

lliO),  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  upon  trust,  that  ^J'**^"*.'  ^*^^» 

they  should  make  sale  and  absolutely  dispose  of  the  was  not  en- 

same,  to  any  person  willing  to  purchase ;  and  should  ^^^^  ^^  '|j® 

ooDfey  and  assure  the  same,  to  the  use  of  the  pur-  aliens  either 

111 

chasers,  their  heirs  and  assigns;  and  should,  on  pay-  Jheproduce^*^ 
nent  to  the  trustees  ot  the  purchase  money,  give  receipts 
fcr  the  same,  which  receipts  were  to  be  effectual  dis- 
charges to  the  purchasers,  and  should  discharge  them 
ifom  being  obliged  to  see  to  the  application,  and  from 
heiog  answerable  or  accountable  for  the  misapplication 
ernonapplication  thereof.  And  she  directed,  that  the 
troitees  should  stand  possessed  of  the  monies  to  arise 
by  such  sales,  upon  trust,  after  payment  of  the  costs 
ud  expenses,  and  of  the  mortgages  affecting  the  estate, 
to  invest  the  residue  in  the  public  funds,  or  on  Govern- 
oie&t  or  real  securities,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  such 
iDotues,  funds  and  securities,  after  the  death  of  Charles 
Hmy  Sheldon  (who  died  in  1826),  as  concerning  one 
*>^  part  thereof,  on  trust,  during  the  life  of  her 
^hter  Caroline  Weston^  to  pay  the  interest,  dividends 
^  annual  produce  thereof,  as  the  same  should  be 

received, 
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receivedi  into  her  proper  hands,  or  into  the  hands  of 
such  person  or  persons  as,  notwithstanding  her  cover- 
ture, she  should,  from  time  to  time,  but  not  by  way  of 
assignment,  charge,  or  anticipation^  appoint  to  receive 
the  same,  for  her  separate  use ;  and  subject  to  the  life 
interest  of  the  said  Caroline  Weston^  in  trust,  for  such  o« 
the  then  children  of  the  said  Carolitic  fVestoftf  by  John 
Webb  Weston,  her  husband,  and  of  the  children  thereafter 
to  be  born  of  the  said  Caroline  Weston,  by  her  present 
or  any  future  husband,  as  being  a  son  or  sons  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being  a  daughter 
or  daughters  should  attain  that  age  or  marry,  in  equal 
shares,  if  more  than  one ;  and  if  but  one  such  child, 
then,  wholly  in  trust  for  such  child.  And  as  concerning 
one  other  sixth  part  of  the  said  money,  &c.,  upon  trust, 
for  the  separate  use  of  her  daughter  Cliarlotte  Louisa 
du  MassalSf  during  her  life ;  and,  subject  to  her  life  in- 
terest, then  upon  the  like  trusts,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
present  and  future  children  of  her  daughter  Charlotte 
Louisa  du  Massals,  as  were  before  declared,  concerning 
the  sixth  given  for  the  benefit  of  her  daughter  Caroline 
Weston  and  her  children :  another  sixth  was  given  in 
like  manner  for  the  benefit  of  the  testatrix's  daughter 
Frances  Matilda,  the  wife  of  the  Count  du  Hourmelin, 
and  her  children  (aliens) ;  and  the  three  other  sixths 
were  given  respectively,  in  like  manner,  for  the  benefit 
of  her  daughters  Margaret  Frances,  the  wife  of  Maxi" 
milian  du  Chastelet,  Lucy  Catherine  Sheldon  and  JBlizc" 
beth  Emma,  the  wife  of  Charles  Antoine  Deudon,  and 
their  respective  children  (aliens).  And  the  will  con- 
tained clauses,  providmg  that  in  the  event  of  any  of  the 
daughters  dying  without  leaving  issue  who  should  live 
to  acquire  vested  interests,  the  husband  of  each  daughter 
(four  aliens)  should  enjoy  a  life  interest,  subject  to 
which,  there  should  be  a  survivorship ;  and  if  all  the 
daughters  should  die,  without  leaving  such  issue,  there 

was 
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was  an  ultimate  trust  for  the  benefit  of  C/iarles  Hemy 
Shddimj  if  he  should  be  then  livingi  or,  if  he  should  be 
then  dead,  for  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testatrix. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1829. 
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Four  of  the  daughters  were  married  to  aliens,  and  two 
of  them  had  issue,  who  were  also  aliens. 

This  suit  was  instituted  by  the  Count  du  Hourmelin 
imd  his  wife  and  child,  and  Lucy  Catherine^  the  only 
unmarried  daughter,  to  have  the  will  established,  and 
the  trusts  carried  into  execution ;  and  by  the  decree, 
dated  the  15th  of  June  1832,  it  was  declared  that  the 
will  was  well  proved,  and  ought  to  be  established,  and 
the  trusts  performed;  and  by  a  subsequent  decree,  dated 
the  16th  of  April  1835,  it  was  ordered,  that  the  estates 
thoold  be  sold,  with  the  usual  directions. 

The  Earl  of  Eadnor  became  the  purchaser  of  the 
estate  now  in  question,  for  the  sum  of  13,400/.  He 
pud  the  purchase-money  into  Court,  and,  by  an  order 
dated  the  22d  of  June  last,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master 
to  inquire,  whether  the  Plaintiff  could  make  a  good  title 
to  the  estate.  The  Master,  by  his  report,  dated  the 
16th  day  of  August  1838,  stated,  that  he  was  of  opinion, 
that  the  Plaintiffs  could  make  a  good  title ;  and  that 
^  good  title  was  first  shewn,  on  the  day  on  which  the 
^tract  of  title  was  first  delivered. 


To  this  report  exceptions  were  taken,  and  it  was  ob* 
J^cted,  that  interests  in  land  were  attempted  to  be  given 
^  the  husbands  and  children  of  the  testatrix's  daughters 
^ho  were  aliens ;  that  such  interests  could  not  be  held 
^against the  Crown,  and,  consequently,  that  the  Crown 
1^  a  title  over  which  the  vendors  had  no  power* 

Vol.  I.  Q  Mr. 


M 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1697. 


HOUAICBUH 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Elderion^  in  support  of  the 
exceptions. 

If  land  be  devised  to  an  alien,  he  cannot  hold  it 
against  the  Crown;  and  if  he  contracted  for  the 
sale,  and  filed  a  bill  specifically  to  enforce  the  contract, 
it  is  clear  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs.  The 
same  principle  is  applicable  if  the  devise  were  made  to  an 
alien,  for  life,  or  for  any  other  estate :  to  the  extent  of 
his  interest,  the  devise  enures  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Crown.  Again,  if  the  devise  be  to  ^.,  in  trust,  or  for 
the  use  of  an  alien,  the  same  rule  applies ;  proceeding  a 
step  further,  and  supposing  the  estate  devised  to  an 
English  subject,  in  trust,  to  sell  and  pay  the  whole  pro- 
ceeds to  an  alien,  would  that  particular  form  of  devise 
make  any  difierence?  The  alien  would,  in  equity,  be 
regarded  as  the  absolute  owner  of  the  estate,  and  he 
might  insist  on  the  trustees  not  selling,  and  on  taking 
the  real  estate  in  specie.  Again,  if  the  alien  were  only 
partially  interested  in  the  produce,  the  same  objection 
would  arise ;  for  he  might  insist  on  paying  oflfthe  chargesi 
and  retaining  the  estate.  That  an  alien  cannot  retain 
any  interest  in  land  as  against  the  Crown,  was  decided 
in  Fourdrin  v.  Gtymdey  (a),  a  case  which  was  twice  argued 
before  Sir  Join  Leach.  There,  a  person  having  free- 
holds and  leaseholds,  directed  all  his  property  to  be 
sold  and  converted  into  money,  and,  after  charging  the 
mixed  fund  with  his  debts  and  legacies,  gave  the  residue 
to  aliens,  one  of  whom  was  his  heir  at  law.  Sir  John 
Leach  held,  ^^  that  the  aliens  could  no  more  take  an 
interest  in  the  land  (which  this  would  be)  than  the  land 
itself."  He  held  also,  page  398.,  that  an  alien  acquiring 
property  could  not,  before  ofiice  found ,  confer  any 
right  upon  another.  His  Honor,  following  the  rule 
applicable  to  charitable  bequests,  directed  the  produce 

of 

(a)  3  Jify.  4-  K.  38  J. 
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of  the  real  and  personal  estate,  after  payment  of  their       IBS 7. 

proportions  of  the  chaises,  to  be  apportioned  between      ^^^^^ 

the  Crown  and  the  aliens.     The  case  was  considered  of   HouauixiN 

such  importance,''  that  it  was  argued  a  second  time  by      Sheukmi 

the  Attorney-General,  when  his  Honor  adhered  to  his 

former  opinion.     The  authority  of  Fourdrin  v.  Gavodey 

is  decisive  of  the  present  case.     Look  at  the  case  on 

principle,  no  analogy  can  be  stronger  than  the  decisions 

on  the  statute  of  mortmain.     It  has  been  argued,  that 

when  the  produce  of  land,  and  not  the  land  itself,  is 

given  to  a  charity,  the  gift  was  not  void  under  the  mort- 

mam  acts ;  but  the  Courts  have  held  the  contrary,  and 

hive  decided  that  all  interests  in  land,  as  money  charged 

on  real  estate,  or  to  be  raised  by  the  sale  of  real  estate, 

or  secured  by  turnpike  tolls,  or  on  county  rates  and 

Biooey  in   any  way  connected   with   land,   is   within 

the  prohibition  expressed  in  the  general  terms  of  the 

statute  of  mortmain.     It  is  sufficient  for  the  purchaser 

to  shew  a  case  of  doubt.     The  important  objection  is, 

that  the  Crown  is  not,  in   this   suit,   represented   by 

the  Attorney-General,  and,  therefore,  will  not  be  bound 

hf  the  decree. 

Mr.  Pembertoth  Mr.  Pany,  Mr.  Bethell^  Mr.  G. 
iiAardsj  Mr.  James  Campbell  and  Mr.  G.  Turner^ 
ooK/rj.  If  the  proposition  of  the  purchaser  be  true, 
that  an  alien  can  take  no  interest  in  the  produce  of 
I^,  the  greatest  inconvenience  would  result.  In  all 
cases  where  there  is  an  alien  debtor  or  legatee,  and  the 
^  estates  are  charged,  an  apportionment  must  be  made 
^^  the  real  and  personal  estate  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Crown,  and  the  Attorney-Greneral  will  be  a  necessary 
P^rty  to  all  suits  for  the  administration  of  such  estates. 
Again,  when  a  merchant  or  trader  executes  a  deed  of 
^  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  or  becomes  bank- 

G  2  rupt 
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rupt,  or  insolvent,  according  to  this  strange  and  novel 
doctrine,  no  sale  of  the  real  estate  can  be  made  without 
the  concurrence  of  the  Crown. 

The  decree  has  declared,  that  the  will  is  well  proved^ 
and  that  the  trusts  ought  to  be  carried  into  execution. 
The  purchaser  has  notice  of  all  the  proceedings ;  and 
even  assuming  the  Attorney-General  to  be  a  necessary 
party,  is  it  competent  for  a  purchaser  buying  under  a  de~ 
cree  now  to  raise  an  objection  for  want  of  parties  ?  The 
trustees  have  the  legal  estate,  and  an  express  power  to 
give  valid  receipts  for  the  purchase-money  —  the  trus- 
tees, out  of  Court,  could  make  a  good  title  to  the  pur- 
chaser ;  the  Court  cannot  have  a  less  power ;  and  the 
purchase-money,  being  paid  into  Court,  will  not  be 
parted  with  unless  the  Court  sees  that  all  parties  inte- 
rested are  present ;  the  purchaser  will  thus  be  completely 
protected.  It  is  argued,  that  the  case  comes  within  the 
principle  of  the  mortmain  acts;  but  the  cases  are  perfectly 
different.  An  alien  may  maintain  an  elegil  affecting  real 
estates;  he  may  take  by  contract  or  purchase,  and, 
although  he  cannot  hold  as  against  the  Crown,  he  has  a 
good  title  as  against  every  other  party;  he  can  hold 
land  until  the  Crown  asserts  its  right :  and  if  the  Crovim 
does  not  assert  its  title,  the  alien  will  always  hold.  His 
title  is  voidable,  but  not  void,  and  it  is  only  on  the  as- 
sumption, that  the  alien  ial-es^^ihsit  the  Crown  can  assert 
any  title  to  the  property,  and  then  only  from  the  time 
of  office  found.  A  devise  of  land  to  an  alien  is,  therefore, 
not  void,  but  voidable  only ;  if  it  were  void,  the  heir, 
and  not  the  Crown,  would  be  entitled :  this  is  the  first 
distinction  between  a  devise  to  an  alien  and  to  a  cliarity 
which  is  void  altogether. 

* 

Another  principle,  which  distinguishes  this  from  the 
cases  under  the  mortmain  act,  is  this:  —  The  objec- 
tion 
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tion  to  an  alien  holding  li  real  estate,  is  purely  one  of 
teDare,  in  order  that  the  Crown  may  not  be  deprived  of 
tenaDtSy  to  perform  different  military  and  other  feudal 
services^  which  an  alien,  owing  allegiance  to  a  foreign 
power,  could  not  perform.  The  object  of  the  mort- 
loain  act  has  no  relation  to  tenure,  that  act  was  passed,  as 
the  preamble  states,  to  prevent  improvident  alienations 
or  dispositions  being  made  by  languishing  or  dying 
persons,  to  the  disherison  of  their  lawful  heirs.  The 
third  section,  too,  expressly  includes  every  charge  or 
iocumbrance  afiecting  or  to  affect  lands. 


18S7. 


DCT 
HOURMELIH 

V. 

Shzloon. 


tourdrin  v.  Gcnodey  was  a  case,  in  which  the  estate 
descended  on  the  alien,  or,  rather,  would  have  de- 
scended on  the  alien  if  he  could  have  taken  by  descent. 
The  executors  had  a  simple  power  of  sale,  but  no  estate 
de?ised  to  them.  Now  an  alien  could  not  take  by  de- 
soent,  and  the  estate,  therefore,  vested  in  the  Crown  for 
want  of  heirs,  or  by  escheat.  It  is  plain,  that  the  heir 
could  not  have  compelled  the  Crown  to  sell  the  real  estate, 
in  order  that  he  might  enjoy  the  produce,  as  personalty ; 
br  it  is  a  clear  and  settled  rule,  that  the  Crown  cannot 
he  converted  into  a  trustee  for  any  body.  The  estate, 
then,  vested  in  the  Crown,  against  whom  no  trust  could 
be  enforced ;  and,  the  Crown  having  both  the  equitable 
vid  legal  interest,  there  were  difficulties  in  Fourdrin  v. 
Gtmdey  which  do  not  exist  in  the  present  case.  [Tlie 
Mastee  of  the  Rolls.  There  were  leaseholds  in  that 
case  which  must  have  passed  to  the  executors,  yet  the 
<une  principle  was  applied.] 

It  is  not  clear,  that  any  alien  will  ever  have  any  interest 
w  this  property.  The  devise  is  to  three  natural  born 
objects  as  trustees ;  there  is  no  case  in  which  the 
^Wn  has  called  on  trustees  for  the  performance  of 

G  3  trusts^ 


86 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1837. 


Du 
hourmelin 

Shiloon. 


trusts,  on  the  ground  of  the  cestui  que  itnisl  beinj 
alien.  The  case  of  Burgess  v.  Wheate  {a)  decides,  tha 
the  Crown  has  no  right,  where  the  cestui  que  trust  die 
without  heirs,  to  call  upon  the  trustees  for  a  convey 
ance  of  the  trust  estate.  In  Henchman  v.  The  Ai 
torney^Gcneral  {b)  there  was  a  devise  of  a  copyhold,  o: 
condition  to  pay  200/.  to  the  executor,  to  be  appliei 
partly  to  charitable  purposes  which  were  void ;  and 
there  being  no  customary  heir,  or  next  of  kin,  it  wa 
held,  on  appeal,  that  the  Crown  was  not  entitled.  How 
then,  consistently  with  the  cases,  can  the  Crown  clain 
as  on  a  failure  of  the  trusts  ?  The  Crown  cannot  clain 
a  trust  estate  by  way  of  escheat,  because  there  is  : 
tenant  of  the  land  to  perform  the  services.  The  sam* 
reason  applies  to  the  present  case.  The  trustees  are  t 
sell,  and  there  is  to  be  a  conversion  out  and  out:  tin 
legatees  must,  therefore,  take  the  property  in  thi 
character  of  personalty.  There  is  a  vested  legal  estat 
in  the  trustees,  with  power  to  give  receipts ;  and  then 
is  not  a  present  vested  interest  in  any  alien :  the  gift  is  U 
the  wife,  for  her  separate  use ;  and  she  is  a  natural  bori 
subject;  the  husband,  who  is  an  alien,  takes  nothing 
Even  the  Attorney-General,  in  arguing  Fourdrin  v 
Gcnxdey  (c),  said,  "  Where  the  purchase  and  convey 
ance  are  made  directly  from  the  executors,  the  pur 
chaser  claims  as  devisee,  and  the  title  of  the  Crown  I 
excluded." 


The  purposes  of  the  will  require  a  conversion,  whicl 
the  Crown  cannot  prevent ;  its  only  right,  if  any,  mus 
be  on  the  purchase-money.  When  once  the  purchase) 
obtains  the  legal  estate  from  the  trustees,  the  Crowi 
could  only  assert  its  title  against  the  land,  by  means  o 

thi 

(fl)  1  Bden^  177.  (c)  o  My.  <$•  K.  406. 

(A)  S  S'm,  4*  Slu.  498.    S.  C. 
3MyL4'Jr.485. 
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the  court  of  equity;  this  Court  would  certainly  not 
agsiit  in  impeaching  a  title  to  property,  sold  under  its 
decree ;  and  it  has  been  held,  that  an  equity  which  can 
ODiy  be  enforced  by  a  decree  of  this  Court,  is  not  an 
objection  to  a  title.  Hie  doctrine  urged  by  the  pur- 
chaser is  so  novel,  so  dangerous,  and  fraught  with  such 
consequences,  that,  it  is  to  be  hoped,  it  will  receive  no 
countenance  in  this  Court  when  there  is  no  authority 
or  dictum  in  its  favour,  and  when  the  arguments  of  the 
Attorney-General  in  Fourdrin  v.  Goiodey  are  expressly 
opposed  to  it. 


1837. 


Do 
HoasMBUir 

«. 
Shblooit. 


Mr.  KindersUy^  in  reply. 

It  has  been  suggested,  that  many  evils  must  result 
from  allowing  the  objection  raised  by  the  purchaser; 
the  Court,  however,  in  determining  this  question,  will 
not  be  influenced  by  such  considerations,  but  must  decide 
according  to  the  existing  law,  and  not  on  the  principle 
of  convenience. 


Fourdrin  v.  Gowdey  is  a  direct  decision  on  the  point 
in  qaestion,  the  circumstance  of  there  having  been  lease- 
holds which  vested  in  the  executors,  and  which  did  not 
descend  on  the  alien  heir,  or  escheat,  as  well  as  the 
I^guage  of  Sir  J.  Leack,  shews,  that  he  did  not  decide 
on  the  ground  of  the  heir  being  alien,  and  of  there 
being  no  devise  away  from  him,  but  on  the  very  prin- 
ciple which  must  govern  this  case. 

The  mortmain  act  was  passed,  not  only  to  prevent 
^e  disherison  of  heirs,  but  also  '^  to  restrain  the  disposi- 
tion of  lands  whereby  they  become  unalienable."  Being 
^g^nst  the  principles  and  policy  of  the  law  to  bring 
^d  into  mortmain,  it  has  been  held,  that  all  charges 
npon,  and  interests  issuing  out  of  land,  for  the  benefit  of 

6  4  a  cha- 
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a  charity,  are  void  ;  for  the  same  reason,  it  being  con- 
trary to  the  principles  and  policy  of  the  law  that  an 
alien  should  have  any  interest  in  land,  every  charge  on, 
or  interest  to  arise  out  of  land,  for  the  benefit  of  an 
alien,  enures  to  the  use  of  the  Crown,  not  by  escheat, 
but  by  prerogative.  In  Burgess  v.  Wheaie  the  question 
was,  whether  there  was  an  escheat  propter  defectum 
tenentis :  here  the  right  of  the  Crown  by  prerogative  is 
the  question.  The  analogy  is  complete  between  this 
case,  and  the  cases  under  the  mortmain  acts. 


However  valid  the  title  might  be,  out  of  Court,  by  a 
conveyance  from  and  receipt  of  the  purchase-money  by 
the  trustees,  the  case  is  altered,  when  the  property  is 
sold  under  a  decree,  for  the  purchaser  then  loses  the 
benefit  of  the  trustee's  discharge.  The  institution  of 
the  suit,  and  the  decree  of  the  Court,  to  execute  the 
trusts  of  the  will,  and  apply  the  purchase-money  to  arise 
from  the  sale  of  the  estate,  supersedes  the  office  of  the 
trustees,  and  renders  nugatory,  the  direction  in  the  will, 
the  receipts  of  the  trustees  shall  be  sufficient  discharges 
to  the  purchasers.  The  Court  never  guarantees,  or 
makes  a  good  title ;  and  it  is  the  first  duty  of  a  pur- 
chaser under  a  decree,  to  see  that  all  persons  inte- 
rested in  the  estate,  are  properly  represented  in  the 
suit;  no  absent  person  can  be  bound  by  a  proceeding, 
to  which  he  is  not  a  party;  and,  if  it  should  turn  out, 
that  the  Attorney-General,  in  right  of  the  Crown,  has 
an  interest  in  this  property,  or  in  the  produce,  he  might 
hereafter  come  forward  and  unsettle  all  that  has  been 
done.  In  a  sale  under  the  Court,  the  proceedings  in 
the  suit,  are  considered,  by  the  practice  of  conveyancers, 
as  much  a  part  of  the  title  as  any  of  the  title  deeds.  The 
purchaser,  however,  does  not  insist  on  the  Attorney- 
General  being  made  a  party,  but  rather  suggests  it,  for 
the  convenience  of  the  vendors,  in  order  that  they  may 

be 
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^ZTte  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  case). 

It  is  obvious,  that  if  the  trusts  be  performed  as  th'e 

testatrix  intended,  the  land  will  remain  vested  in  the 

trustees,  till  a  conveyance  is  made  to  the  purchaser,  and 

never  can  be  vested  in  any  alien,  and  that  the  purchase 

money,  after  paying  costs  and  satisfying  incumbrances, 

being  invested  in  stock,  the  interest  of  the  aliens  will  be 

in  such  stock,  and  not  in  land. 

It  appears  alsp,  that,  whether  we  regard  the  land,  or 
the  stock  into  which  the  testatrix  intended  it  to  be  con- 
verted, there  is  at  the  present  time  no  vested  interest  in 
any  alien.  The  vested  interests  are  in  English  subjects. 
The  interests  in  aliens  are  contingent  and  expectant  on 
the  determination  of  those  vested  interests. 


18S8. 


Du 

HOURMEUN 
V, 

Sheldon. 

1858. 
Jan,  28. 


The  English  subjects,  in  whom  the  interests  are  vested, 
ve  entitled  to  have  the  trusts  performed,  and  no  claim 
of  the  Attorney-General,  to  have  secured  for  the  Crown, 
^  mterests  which  were  intended  for  aliens,  could  have 
prevented  the  decree  for  sale.  It  is  not  a  case,  in  which 
they  being  entitled,  or  the  Attorney-General  or  the 
Crown  being  entitled,  can  exercise  an  option,  and  elect 
^  there  shall  be  no  conversion.  There  is  a  decree  for 
^e;  the  sale  has  taken  place;  and  when  it  is  complete, 
^e  money  will  be  the  only  property,  in  which  the  aliens 
^ill  have  any  interest.  But  it  is  argued,  that  taking  the 
^^^  as  it  s(ood  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  and  as  it 
^tist  remain  until  the  conversion  shall  be  completely 
°^^e,  the  land  is  the  source,  from  which  the  money, 
^  stock,  in  the  shares  of  which  the  aliens  are  to  be  in- 
terested, 
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terestedi  is  to  be  realised;  and  that,  in  that  respect,  the 
aliens  have  an  interest  in  the  land.  And,  as  the  gift  of 
an  interest  in  land  to  an  alien,  may  be  good,  and  the 
alien,  though  capable  of  taking  the  gifl,  cannot  hold  it 
for  his  own  benefit,  but  for  the  Crown  only,  it  is  con- 
tended,  that  the  Crown  has  here  a  right  to  that  interest, 
and,  therefore,  to  an  interest  in  the  money,  or  stock, 
which  is  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  the  land. 


In  the  case  of  the  King  v.  Hottandt  reported  in 
Alej/fij  p.  14f.,  and  in  other  books  (a),  it  was  the  ex« 
pressed  opinion  of  one  of  the  Judges,  though  it  was 
not  then  necessary  to  decide  the  point,  that  an  alien 
could  not  compel  feoffees  to  execute  a  use;  and  of 
another  of  the  Judges,  that  thpugh  the  King  should 
have  the  use,  yet  he  could  not  seize  the  land  itself,  but 
by  equity  might  have  a  decree  for  the  land ;  or,  in  other 
words,  might  in  a  court  of  equity,  compel  the  trustees 
to  execute  the  trust  for  his  benefit.  This  doctrine  is 
applicable  to  jbl  case,  in  which  land  is  given  to  a  trustee, 
to  be  held  by  him,  in  trust  for  an  alien ;  in  which  case, 
the  alien  takes  in  the  land,  a  permanent  equitable  in- 
terest, which  might  be  attended  by  inconveniences, 
nearly  the  same,  as  those  which  are  considered  to  attend 
a  permanent  legal  interest  vested  in  an  alien ;  but  the 
same  doctrine,  is  not  necessarily  applicable,  nor  do 
similar  reasons  extend,  to  a  case,  in  which  no  interest  in 
land,  was  intended  ever  to  vest  in  the  alien ;  in  which, 
the  legal  estate  is  vested  in  the  trustees,  and  intended  to 
pass  from  them  to  the  purchaser ;  and  in  which,  the 
interest  of  the  alien,  and  his  right,  if  right  he  has,  ia 
only  to  have  the  land  converted  into  money,  and  is  so 
far  of  a  transitory  nature,  that  it  endures  only^  till  the 

purposes 


(a)  1  Roliei  Abridgment^  \9b.    Style*,  20.  40.  75.  84.  90.  94. 
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purposes  of  the  donor  can  be  performed,  by  the  due 
execution  of  the  trusts  he  has  created. 

It  has  been  held,  that  the  disability  of  an  alien  to 
hold  lands,  for  his  own  benefit,  is  not  in  the  nature  of 
penalty,  or  forfeiture,  but  arises  from  the  policy  of  the 
law;  and  none  of  the  various  reasons,  on  which  the 
Jadges  have  considered  the  policy  of  the  law  relating 
to  aliens  to  be  founded,  seem  applicable  to  such  a  case 
as  this.  When  the  land  is  converted  into  money,  as 
the  trust  intends,  no  objection  in  risspect  of  tenure, 
fadty,  or  allegiance,  remains.  And  it  has  been  con« 
lidered  to  be  in  conformity  with  the  policy  of  the  law, 
that  aliens  should  be  interested  in  the  English  stocks,  or 
(bads. 


18S8. 


Do 

HOUBMBUN 
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The  law  giving  to  an  alien  the  right  of  holding 
money  or   stock,  and  refusing  to  him  the  right  of 
holding  land,  any  man  desiring  to  benefit  an  alien,  may, 
if  he  pleases,  sell  his  land,   and  give  the  purchase 
money,  or  the  stock  which  it  may  produce,  to  an  alien, 
or  to  a  trustee  for  his  benefit.    In  so  doing,  he  would 
do  nothing  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law ;  and  it 
woald  be  singular,  if  being  entitled  to  do  this  by  him* 
aelf,  he  could  not  accomplish  the  same  purpose,  by 
means  of  another,  as  bis  agent  or  trustee,  created  by 
deed  or  will,  for  the  purpose  of  sale  and  conversion, 
because,  during  the  time  which  may  elapse,  before  the 
oonversion  can  be  completed,  the  alien  is,  by  the  pecu- 
liar doctrine  of  this  Court,  considered  to  have  an  in- 
terest iii  the  land  which  is  to  be  converted :  —  i.  e.  an 
interest  that  the  laud  should  be  sold  to  persons  who  can 
kgally  hold  it,  in  order  to  raise  the  money,  which  he,  the 
dien,  can  legally  hold. 


Icon- 
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1838.  I  confess  that  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand,  in  what 

^^'^'^     way  the  policy  of  the  law  can  be  applied,  so  as  to  give 

HouBMEUN    to  the  Crown,  any  part  of  the  money,  which,  in  such  a 

SuELDOM.     case,  is  intended  as  a  provision  for  the  members  of  the 

testatrix's  family,  though  some  of  them  happen  to  be 

aliens.    The  policy  of  the  law,  in  relation  to  mortmain, 

is  subject  to  considerations,  so  entirely  different,  that 

they  do  not  appear  to  me,  to  be  at  all  applicable  to  the 

case. 

The  only  authority  on  which  the  purchaser  relies, 
and  which  appears  to  me  to  occasion  any  difficulty,  is 
the  case  of  Fourdrin  v.  Gamdey  (a),  in  which  Sir  John 
Leach  considered  a  gift  of  this  kind,  as  a  gift  of  land, 
subject  to  charges ;  and  held,  that  aliens  could  no  more 
^^  take "  an  interest  in  land,  than  the  land  itself.  He 
must  have  meant  to  use  the  word  '^hold,"  instead  of  the 
word  ^^  take,''  because  it  is  clear,  that  aliens  may  take 
land,  though  they  cannot  hold  it  against  the  King.  But 
in  Fourdrin  v.  Gowdey,  the  question  principally  argued, 
related  to  the  effect  of  letters  of  denization ;  and  the 
question  which  bears  upon  the  point  arising  in  the 
present  case,  was  much  less  considered.  Moreover, 
there  was  no  estate  devised  to  trustees,  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  them  to  sell  and  convey,  but  only  a  direc- 
tion to  the  executors  to  sell ;  and  the  heir  at  law  being 
an  alien,  the  real  estate  could  not  descend  to  him ;  and 
the  circumstances  afforded  a  ground  for  the  decision  in 
Fourdrin  v.  Gavodey^  which  does  not  exist  in  the  present 
case.  Having  regard,  however,  to  the  expressions 
which  fell  from  Sir  John  Leach^  and  his  decision  as  to 
the  leaseholds  in  that  case,  I  think,  that  he  would 
probably  have  considered  such  an  interest,  as  is  given  to 

the 

(a)  J  Mylne  4*  Keen^  583. 
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the  aliens  in  this  case,  as  an  interest  which  might  be 
claimed  by  the  Crown ;  and,  in  that  respect,  Fourdrin  v. 
Gowdeyj  if  to  be  sustained,  appears  to  me  to  be  an 
authority  for  the  exceptions,  which  are  taken  to  the 
Master's  report  in  this  case. 

But  it  is  a  single  case  —  in  the  consideration  of  it,  the 
policy  of  the  law  in  regard  to  mortmain,  seems  to  have 
been,  in  some  degree,  confounded  with  the  policy  of  the 
law  as  to  alienage ;  and  as,  upon  the  most  careful  con- 
sideration of  it,  I  am  unable  to  acquiesce  in  the  reasons 
upon  which  so  much  of  the  decree  as  is  applicable  to 
the  present  case,  is  founded,  or  to  find  any  others  which 
are  satisfactory,  I  do  not  think  that  I  ought  to  be 
governed  by  it. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me,  that,  in  respect  of  the 
species  of  interest  in  land,  which  is  here  given  to  aliens, 
the  Crown  is  entitled,  by  its  prerogative,  either  to  come 
into  equity  to  have  the  trust  executed,  in  order  that  the 
^Qefit  of  it,  in  money  or  stock,  may  be  taken  from  the 
P^fsons,  to  whom  it  was  given  by  the  testatrix,  and 
sc<^red  to  the  Crown ;  or  to  insist,  that  the  trust  shall 
not  be  executed,  as  intended,  but  that  the  interests 
nested  in  the  aliens,  before  conversion,  shall  remain  in 
Ae  same  form,  and  be,  in  that  form,  taken  by  the  Crown, 
l^^use  an  alien  cannot  continue  so  to  hold  it. 

And,  on  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  excep« 
tions  ought  to  be  over-ruled. 

Exceptions  over-ruled. 


18S8. 
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1839. 


J8»^-  IN  RE  PASMORE. 

Feb.  25. 

Where  a  TIHIS  was  a  petition  for  the  delivery  and  taxation  of 

siJTent  abroad  *  solicitor's  bill  of  Costs,  and  for  the  delivering  up 

applies  for        q{  ^jjg  Jeeds  and  papers  in  his  custody  belonging  to  the 

the  t&xation 

of  bis  soli-  client;  the  client,  by  his  petition,  submitting  to  pay 
citor'.  bill  of    ^h^t  n,i  ijt  be  found  due. 

costs,  on  his  ^ 

undertaking 

must  give  se-  ^^^  petitioner,  as  it  appeared  by  affidavit,  "  had 
curity  for  the  been  for  a  long  time,  and  still  was,  resident  at  Ostend^ 
proceeding.      in  the  kingdom  of  Belgium" 

Mr.  SlintOHf  for  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  James  Russell  objected,  that  the  petitioner,  being 
resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  must  first  give  security 
for  costs ;  Drever  v.  Maudeslcy.  {a) 

That  the  undertaking,  under  the  2  6.  2.  r.  23.,  of  a 
party  resident  abroad,  was  of  no  value,  as  an  attach- 
ment, issuing  in  case  of  default,  would  be  ineffectual ; 
and  he  contended  that  the  petitioner  ought,  therefore, 
to  give  some  security  for  the  payment  of  the  amount 
found  due  from  him. 

The  point,  he  said,  had  been  decided  by  Sir  C.  C. 

Pejys.  (i) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that,  as  the  party 
was  not  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  there 

was 

(a)  5  nmz.\\. 

(6)  Bodccotey,  Bottock,  Rolls,  June  17.  18.75. 
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was  DO  doubt  that  he  must  give  security  for  the  costs 
of  these  proceedings,  unless  it  appeared  that  the  solicitor 
had  in  bis  hands  a  sufficient  security  for  them* 


1839. 


In  re 
Pasuore. 


The  amount  of  security  to  be  given  was  discussed, 
when  Mr.  James  Russell  consented  to  accept  a  security 
to  the  extent  of  40/. 


BAILEY  V.  TODD. 

TT  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  and  state  to 
the  Court,  whether  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  all 
persons  interested  in  the  real  and  personal  estate  of 
the  testator,  that  two  agreements  entered  into  by  the 
Plaintiff,  for  the  sale  of  certain  copyholds^  part  of  the 
testator's  estate,  should  be  carried  into  execution. 

The  Master  reported  in  the  affirmative ;  and  his  re- 
port was  confirmed  by  an  order  of  course,  made  upon 
petition,  with  the  consent  of  the  clerks  in  Court  of  all 
parties. 

On  the  application  of  the  purchaser,  it  was  ordered, 
that  he  should  be  at  liberty  to  pay  his  purchase-money 
into  Court,  and  be  let  into  possession,  and  that  the 
proper  conveyances  should  be  made. 

Tlie  registrar,  in  drawing  up  this  order,  objected  that 
the  Master's  report  had  not  been  regularly  confirmed  ; 
that  it  ought  to  have  been  confirmed  by  order  of 

the 


March  15. 

• 

It  is  irregular 
to  confirm  the 
Master's  re- 
port, approv- 
ing of  a  con- 
tract for  sale 
of  an  estate 
being  carried 
into  effect,  by 
a  petition  of 
course,  with 
the  consent  of 
the  clerks  in 
court  of  bU 
parties.    Such 
a  report  ought 
to  be  con- 
firmed by  a 
special  peti- 
tion, stating 
all  the  facts. 
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the  Court,  upon  a  special  petition,  stating  the  facts, 
and  praying  the  confirmation  of  the  report,  and  conse* 
quential  directions,  and  not  by  an  order  of  course. 

Mr.  Geldarty  on  behalf  of  the  purchaser,  now  men- 
tioned the  point  to  the  Court,  and  submitted  that  the 
mode  of  confirmation  was  correct,  all  parties  having 
consented. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  he  thought  the  report 
ought  to  have  been  confirmed  by  a  petition,  stating  the 
facts,  otherwise  due  attention  would  never  be  called  to 
what  the  Master  had  approved  of;  that  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  Court  to  exercise  a  superintending  care  over  the 
matters  approved  of  by  the  Master,  and  that  it  was  not 
a  matter  of  course  for  the  Court  to  confirm  a  measure, 
because  the  Master  approved  of  it.  That,  by  the  esta- 
blished practice,  a  special  petition  to  confirm  a  report 
of  this  kind,  was  one  of  the  cautions  adopted  by  the 
Court,  which  could  not  be  dispensed  with;  and  that 
such  a  petition  must,  therefore,  be  presented. 


1858.  ENGLAND  v.  DOWNS. 

March  25. 

A  husband  'T^HE  Plaintiff,  England^  and  his  wife,  were  joined 

•^Sned^M  co^^  ^^  Co-plaintiffs  in  a  suit  relating  to  the  separate 

Plaintiff*  in  a  estate  of  the  wife  only.     An  objection  was  raised  by  one 

to'thescparate  of  the  answers,  for  misjoinder,  and  the  Defendant  claimed 

property  of      ^he  same  benefit  of  the  objection  as  if  he  had  demurred ; 
the  wife,  and 

the  Defendant  and  insisted  that  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  on  that 

objected,  by      ground. 
ni8  answer,  to    ^ 

the  misjoinder  Wake 

of  the  Plain- 
tiffs.   The  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard,  the  Court  after  hearing  the  case  refused  to 
dismiss  the  bill ;  but,  upon  the  husband  giving  security  for  all  the  costs,  permitted  the 
bill  to  be  amended,  by  adding  a  next  friend,  and  making  the  husband  a  Defendant. 
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Wf^ake  V.  Parker  (a),  Andrews  v.  Craddock  (J),  Sigel  v. 
Phdja  (c),  Rqffety  v.  King  (rf),  were  cited. 

'jl'Ae  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  must  hear  the 

case^  as  he  considered  it  a  matter  of  discretion  whether 

the  bill  should  be  dismissed;  and  after  hearing  the  cir* 

cumstances,  his  Lordship  refused  to  dismiss  the  bill; 

but  ordered  that,  upon  England^  the  husband,  giving 

security  for  the  costs  incurred,  and  of  the  day,  and  any 

subsequent  costs  to  be  incurred  by  amendment,  the  wife 

should  be  at  liberty  to  amend,  by  adding  a  next  friend, 

and  making  the  husband  a  Defendant. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  Mr.  C.  P.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Dixon^  for 
the  Plaintiff 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Simons^  for  the  party  raising  the 
objection. 

Hr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  James  Russell^  Mr.  Elderton 
And  Mr.  Spurrier,  for  other  Defendants. 
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England 

V. 

DowNg. 


It  was  arranged  that  the  order  was  not  to  be  drawn 
"P  for  the  present,  to  await  the  decision  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor  in  TuUett  v.  Armstroyig. 


(a)  2  Keen^  59. 
[h)  cm.  Bep.  56. 


(c)  7  Sim.  239. 

(d)  I  Keen,  60]. 


Vol.  I. 


H 


98 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1839. 


1839. 

Jan.  30,  31. 

March  19. 

The  executor 
ofthe  survivor 
of  three  trus- 
tees declined 
to  prove  his 
will :  Held, 
that  the  case 
was  within 
the  I  W.  4. 
c.  60. 


Ex  parte  HAGGER  re  MERRY'S  Trust. 
^■^HE  question  was,  whether  the  case  came  within  the 


Stat,  of  1  W.  4.  c.  60. 


The  testator  gave  to  his  three  executors  a  sum  of 
1000/.  consols,  in  trust  for  the  petitioner,  for  life.  Mr. 
Shecy  the  surviving  trustee,  died  in  1838,  having,  by  his 
will,  appointed  his  two  sons  his  executors. 

The  fund  remained  in  the  Bank  books,  in  the  names 
ofthe  three  executors  ofthe  first  testator;  and  the  peti- 
tioner having  personally  requested  one  of  the  sons  of  the 
surviving  executor,  by  notice  in  writing,  to  prove  the 
will  and  transfer  the  fund  to  new  trustees,  and  he  having 
declined,  and  the  other  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction, 
this  petition  was  presented  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
the  usual  reference  to  the  Master,  under  the  act,  and 
for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees. 

Mr.  Rogers^  in  support  of  the  petition,  relied  on  Ex 
parte  Winter,  {a) 


Jan.  31.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  considered  the 

case  of  Ex  parte  Winter  in  point ;  and  he  was  the  more 
disposed  to  act  on  it,  in  consequence  of  the  order  having 
been  made  after  the  Bank  of  England  had  been  heard 
in  opposition. 


(a)  5  Rust.  284. 
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1888. 


LEWIN  V.  MOLINK  isas. 

2>fc.9. 

n^TR.  EVERETT B,pp]iedj  on  the  authority  oi Mounts  It  is  contrary 
^^  ford  V.  Cooper  (a),  and  Hutchinson  v.  Stephens  (6),  ^^^^5^^^* 
Co  have  a  foreclosure  suit  advanced  and  heard  as  a  short  foreclosure 
c^use,  on  his  certificate.     The  Defendant  did  not  con-  iieard  as  a 

^ent  to  the  application,  nor  did  hb  counsel  state  that  *^?^  caus^ 
,  .  ^^_  unlets  with 

'Uiis  was  not  a  short  cause.  the  consent  of 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  after  the  de- 
^^ion  of  Sir  T.  Plvmery  in  Rashleigh  v.  Dayman  (c),  and 
'fclie  long  continued  practice  in  conformity  with  it,  and 
^although  he  thought  that  the  order  then  made  had  been 
lisunderstood,  he  did  not  consider  himself  at  liberty  to 
the  application. 


the  De- 
fendant 


Mr.  B.  W.  E.  Forster^  for  the  Defendant,  afterwards 
.pplied  for  the  costs  of  the  application,  which  the  Master. 
^f  the  Rolls  granted,  but  with  regreL  {d) 

(a)  1  Keen^  464.  81st  February  18J9,  Mr.  Pern" 

{b)  Ibid.  659.  and  2  My.  if  Cr.      berion  and  Mr.  O,  Russell,  for 

the  Plaintiff,  and  Mr.  Roupell, 
(c)  2  MatL  147.  for  the  Defendant;  but  see  the 

{d)  A  similar  order  was  made     4th  General  Order,   9th  May 
Jddworth  y.  Robmson^  Rolls,      1859. 
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1838.  TATE  V.  CLARKE, 

A'br.SI,  22. 
Dec.  20.        

Devise  totes.  T^HIS  cause  came  before  the  Court  on  a  general 
tator's  widow,  •■-  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill,  which  stated  the  will 
remainder  to    of  the  testator,  George  Williams^  dated  the  27th  of  May 

trustees  and  j  yg^  as  follows :  —  "I  ffive,  devise  and  bequeath  all 
their  execu-        ,  ^      ,    ,  i  j      n- 

tors,  to  pay      that  my   freehold    messuage,    tenement  or    dwellmg- 

co8te,&c.,and  jjQygg  ^j^j^  ^^  appurtenances,  and  the  stables,  out^ 
residue  of  the  houses  and  garden  ground,  together  with  all  buildings, 
airthe^tet"^^    rights,  members  and  appurtenances  whatsoever,  to  the 

tator's  bro-  same  belon^ini;,  which  I  lately  purchased  of  Thomas 
thers  and  sis-     ^    ,  .         ^  ^        , ,  ,      .       ,  n    ^    *     . 

ters"who        Focntii^  oi  Loughborough^   m  the  county  ot  Leicester j 

'^°"t^h  ^ti*^"  ^^9*>  situate,  lying  and  being  at  Hammersmith^  in  the 
of  the  decease  county  of  Middlesexy  as  the  same  are  now  in  lease  to 
tor's)  ^fe'*"  ^^*  John  Lewis  ot  Hammersmith  aforesaid  and  occupied 
and  to  their  by  him,  and  all  other  my  freehold  estates,  whatsoever 
female,  after     *"<!  wheresoever,  unto  my  dear  and  loving  wife,  Lucetta 

the  respective    JJ^iUiams*  for  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  independent 

deceases  of  his        ,      .  ,  .    ,.  ,  ,     ,  , 

said  brothers     and  without  prejudice  to  the  control,  debts  or  engage- 

and  sisters,  for  ^lents  of  any  future  husband  or  husbands  she  may  here- 
e?er ;  to  be  -^  -^ 

e(]ually  di-       after  happen  to  marry,  and  that  her  receipt  alone  shall 

and  among^"  ^®  ^  S^^^  ^^^  suflBcicnt  discharge  to  the  tenants  or 

them:"  Held,  occupiers  of  the  same  premises,  it  beinc  my  will  and 

that  the  words       .  .  o      </ 

c<  issue  ,„ale     mind,  the  same  shall  remain  free  and  clear  to  her  own 

and  female,"  ^q\q  yge  and  benefit,  and  not  otherwise ;  she  committincr 
were  to  be  .  n  t  i   . 

construed  as     or  suiiering  no  manner  of  waste  thereon,  or  doing  any 

ation*  ancllnot  ^^^   ^^*  ^^^^  whereby  wilfully  to   lessen  the  value  or 

of  purchase ;  income  of  the  same  estates ;  and  from  and  after  her 

children  of  a  decease,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  the  same  unto 

sister  of  the  Mr.  Henry  Lewis^  son  of  the  said  John  Lewis^  of  Ham* 

testator  who 

died  in  the  mersmith  aforesaid,  and  Mr.  John  Clarke^  of  Southampton 
lifetime  of  the  g^^.^^  j^  t^g  parish  of  St.  Paul,  Covent  Garden,  haber- 

widow,  took  '  *  '  ' 

no  interest  dasher^ 

under  the  devise. 
A  similar  decision  made  with  respect  to  personal  estate. 


The  testator  died  in  1 784,  leaving  his  wife,  and  bis  bro- 
ker, John  Williams^  and  two  sisters,  Margaret^  the  wife  of 
^i^d  KimbeTj  and  Elizabeth  Williams,  bim  surviving. 

H  S  The 
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dasher,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  their  1838. 
executors  and  administrators,  upon  trust  in  the  first 
place,  that  they,  my  said  trustees,  do  and  shall,  out  of 
the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof,  pay  to  and  reim- 
burse themselves  and  himself,  all  costs,  charges,  damages 
and  expenses,  which  they  or  any  or  either  of  them  shall 
pay,  expend  or  be  put  unto,  for  or  on  account  of  the 
said  premises  or  the  trust  hereby  in  them  reposed ;  and 
in  the  next  place,  to  pay  and  divide  the  residue  and 
remainder  of  the  said  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the 
same  premises  and  every  part  thereof,  unto  and  amongst 
all  and  every  my  brothers  and  sisters,  who  shall  be  living 
at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  my  said  dear  wife,  and  to  their 
issue,  male  and  female,  after  the  respective  deceases  of  my 
said  brothers  and  sisters,  for  ever,  to  be  equally  divided 
letsoeen  and  amongst  them,  without  preference  the  one  to 
the  other,  share  and  share  alike,  and  to  and  for  no  other 
use,  intent  or  purpose  whatsoever."  He  then  gave  the 
dividends  and  interest  arising  from  his  money  in  the  funds, 
or  other  security,  to  his  wife,  for  life,  and,  after  charging 
&  small  annuity  thereon,  he  proceeded,  ^'  and  from  and 
^r  the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  Lucetta  Williams,  I 
gi^e,  devise  and  bequeath  the  same  interest  and  increase, 
subject  to  the  said  payment  to  my  said  mother,  unto  and 
to  the  use  of  the  said  Henry  Lewis  and  John  Clarke, 
^eir  executors  and  administrators,  upon  trust,  to  pay 
^d  apply  the  same  unto  my  said  brothers  and  sisters, 
^^  the  same  manner  as  it  is  directed  with  regard  to  the 
fents  and  profits  of  my  fireehold  estate.**  And  as  to  all 
the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects,  of  what 
'^re  or  kind  soever  and  wheresoever,  the  said  tes- 
^tor  gave,  devised  and  bequeathed  the  same,  unto  his 
wife,  for  her  own  use  and  benefit 
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1888.  The  testator's  brother  and  sisters  all  died  in  the  life* 

^^y*^^  time  of  his  widow  Lucetta,    John  WiUiams  and  Elizabeth 

V.  Williams  died  without  issue,  but  Margaret  Kimber  left 

Clabke.  JqJ^^  Kimber  and  Elizabeth  Tate^  her  only  issue. 

The  widow  Lucetta  married  John  Clarke^  and  died  in 
1887)  and  she  was  represented  in  the  suit  by  the  De* 
fendants,  who  were  the  children  of  her  second  marriage. 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  by  the  two  children  of 
Margaret  Kimber^  praying  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  of 
the  testator  might  be  performed,  and  for  an  account  of 
his  money  invested  in  the  funds  and  other  securities, 
and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  freehold  at  Hammer^ 
smithy  accrued  smce  the  death  of  Lucetta^  and  that  the 
rights  of  the  Plaintiff  thereto  might  be  declared. 

The  Defendant,  James  Clarke^  who  claimed  the  pro- 
perty under  the  will  of  Lucetta^  the  widow  of  the  testator, 
filed  a  general  demurrer  to  the  whole  bill,  for  want  of 
equity. 

Mr.  Trippf  in  support  of  the  ^demurrer,  contended, 
that  the  words  **  issue  male  and  female  "  were  words  of 
limitation  and  not  of  purchase;  that  the  brother  and 
sisters  of  the  testator  would  have  taken  an  estate  tail  in 
the  realty,  and  an  absolute  interest  in  the  personalty,  in 
the  event  of  their  being  living  at  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor's widow ;  that  this  gift  had  failed  by  their  deaths  in 
her  lifetime,  and  that  the  property  thus  passed  under 
the  residuary  gift  to  the  widow  absolutely.  Jesson  y. 
tVright  (a),  Doe  v.  Harvey,  {b) 

*  Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Blunt^  contra.    The  govern- 
ing rule  in  the  construction  of  wills  is,  that  the  intention 

of 
iu)  6Mmh4rSil.9S.  S.C.2JBUgh,l.       (6)  4J9«ni.4>O«6l0. 
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of  the  testator  must  prevail,  and  all  general  rules  of  IB 38. 
interpretation  must  give  way  to  a  contrary  intention 
collected  from  the  whole  context  of  the  will ;  thus  the 
words  **toA»  and  his  issue  "  have  long  been  held  to 
give  an  estate  tail,  yet,  if  the  testator  superadds  words, 
shewing  an  intention,  inconsistent  with  the  devisee  taking 
an  estate  tail,  such  intention  will  prevail  over  the  general 
rule.  Dae  v.  CoUts  (a).  Doe  v.  Laming  (J),  Doe  v. 
Bumsall{c)f  Doe  v.  Elvey.{d)  The  intention  of  the 
testator  was,  that  his  brothers  and  sisters  should  take,  if 
they  survived  his  wife;  and  if  they  died  in  her  lifetime, 
then,  that  their  children  should  enjoy  the  property  for 
ever;  he  could  never  have  intended  to  disinherit  the 
children,  merely  because  their  parents  died  in  the  life  of 
the  widow.  This,  however,  would  be  the  effect  of  hold- 
ing they  take  by  representation.  Again,  the  devise  is 
e3q)ressed  in  a  mode  quite  inconsistent  with  the  notion, 
that  the  children  were  to  take  by  inheritance,  through 
their  parents ;  the  devise  to  the  issue  is  in  a  different 
sentence  from  that  to  their  parents  —  it  is  to  take  effect 
after  the  respective  deceases  of  the  brothers  and  sisters — 
it  is  given^^?r  ever^  or  in^^,  and  is  to  be  divided  equally 
between  and  amorist  them^  without  preference ;  in  other 
words,  the  issue,  male  and  female,  are  to  take  equally 
and  together.  This  intention  could  not  be  effected  by 
giving  an  estate  tail  to  the  ancestor,  in  which  case  the 
estate  would  not  be  divided,  but  the  eldest  male  would 
take  the  whole ;  the  males  and  their  issue  would  take  in 
priority  and  exclusively  of  the  females ;  besides  this,  there 
is  no  gift  over  in  default  of  issue,  a  circumstance  much 
relied  on  in  former  cases.  The  devise  to  the  wife  is  of 
a  legal  estate,  and  then  there  is  a  devise  to  the  trustees, 
which  is  to  take  effect  at  all  events,  and  is  not  subject  to 

the 

(a)  4  Term  Rep,  894.  (c)  6  Term    Hep.  50. :   and 

[h)  8  JBnrr,  1100.  1  Bot.4r  Pul.  215. 

(d)  4Eatt,5i5. 

H4^ 
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1838.  the  contingencies  of  the  brothers  surviving  the  widow; 
the  beneficial  interest  must  be  coextensive  with  the 
devise  to  the  trustees.  To  effectuate  the  intention  of 
the  testator,  it  is  necessary  that  the  children  of  the 
brothers  and  sisters  should  take  by  purchase,  and  not 
by  descent ;  and^  without  defining  the  extent  of  their 
estate,  it  is  sufiicient,  for  the  purpose  of  overruling  the 
demurrer,  to  establish,  that  they  have  some  interest  in 
the  testator's  estate.  They  also  cited  Right  v.  Creber  (a), 
Doe  V.  Gqff*{b)y  Morse  v.  Ijord  Ormonde  (c),  ChristO" 
pherson  v.  Naylor.  (d) 

Mr.  Tripp^  in  reply,  cited  GaUini  v.  Gallitiu  (e) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  his  present  impres- 
sion was,  that  the  demurrer  was  sustainable,  but  he 
would  consider  the  case. 


Dec.2o.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  case  comes  on  upon  demurrer.  The  Plaintiffs, 
Elizabeth  Tate  and  John  Ktmber,  are  the  children  of 
Margaret  Kimber^  who  was  one  of  the  sisters  oi'George 
Williams^  the  testator  in  the  cause.  The  Defendant, 
James  Clarke^  is  the  executor  of  Lucetta^  who  was  the 
wife  of  the  testator. 

The  question  is,  whether,  in  the  events  which  have 
happened,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  any  interest  in 
the  testator's  estate. 

The  Plaintiffs,  Mrs.  Tate  and  John  Kimberj  claim  to 
be  entitled  to  the  whole,  or  at  least  to  a  share,  of 
the  real  and  personal  estate  given  to  Lucetta  for  life. 

The 

(a)  SB.i  Cr.  866.  {d)  I  Mer.  3S0. 

lb)  11  Eatt,  668.  \e)  S  JB.  4-  Add.  621.    S.  C. 

(c)  5  Mad.  99.    1  Run.  383.       3  Ad.  4*  EU.  340. 
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The  Defendant  insists  that  the  word  ^^  issue,'*  as  em-        1838. 
ployed  in  the  will,  is  a  word  of  limitation,  and  that  the       ^ly*^*^ 

.  .  ....  lATE 

Plaintiffs,  as  issue  of  a  sister  who  died  in  the  lifetime  of  t^. 

the  widow,  are  not  entitled  to  any  interest  under  his  will.       Clabke. 

The  word  *^  issue,"  is  a  word  of  limitation  if  the  con- 
text of  the  will  does  not  afford  sufficient  reasons  to 
construe  it  otherwise.  In  the  present  will,  I  think  that 
it  cannot  be  construed  in  a  sense  different  from  [^^  heirs 
of  the  body ;  /'  and  if  the  words  "  heirs  of  the  body  " 
had  been  employed,  I  think  that  neither  the  superadded 
words,  prima  facie  denoting  distribution  (a),  nor  the 
want  of  a  gift  over,  in  default  of  issue  (&),  would  have 
afforded  sufficient  reasons  for  construing  the  words 
odierwise  than  as  words  of  limitation.  This  case  is 
not  so  strong  as  some  others  which  have  been  de- 
cided; for  the  words  of  distribution  may  be  applied  to 
the  brothers  and  sisters  who  were  intended  to  be  first 
takers,  and  the  words  ^'  their  issue "  must  mean  the 
issue  of  those  who  were  to  take,  and  they  are  ex- 
pressly those  who  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  the 
wife:  at  which  time  there  was  no  brother  or  sister 
liTing.  I  cannot  help  thinking,  that  the  operation  of 
thewill  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  testator's  intention, — 
it  is  most  unlikely  that  he  should  have  intended  to  make 
DO  provision  for  the  children  of  a  brother  or  sister  who 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  widow;  but  being  unable  to  find 
^  this  will,  such  clear  indications  of  intention,  that  the 
technical  words  which  are  employed  should  hot  have 
their  ordinary  effect,  I  am  under  the  necessity  of  saying, 
that  it  appears  to  me,  the  Plaintiffs  have  no  interest  in 
the  estate,  and,  consequently,  that  the  demurrer  must  be 
allowed. 

Demurrer  allowed. 

(<»)  See    Jewm   v.    Wright^         (6)  See  Doe  v.  FeMentime, 
*  %*,  I.  iB.i  Add.  944. 
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18S8. 


Nov.  7. 


JOHN  BROOKES  and  MARY  his  Wife  v. 
HANNAH  BURT. 


One  of  two 
tenants  in 
common 
brought  an 
action  of 
ejectment 
against  A.  B* 
to  recover 
possession  of 
some  pro- 
perty, but  dis- 
covering fas 
the  bill  al- 
leged) that 
there  was  an 
outstanding 
term,  which 
the  defendant 
intended  to 
set  up,  he 
filed  a  bill, 
praying  a  de- 
claration of 
his  right  to  a 
moiety  of  the 
estate,  and  for 
the  delivery 
of  the  estate 
and  title 
deeds,  and  for 
an  account  of 
the  rents : 
Held,  on  de- 
murrer, that, 
from  the 
frame  of  the 
record, the 
other  tenant 
in  common 
was  a  neces- 
sary party; 
but  that  the 
trustee  of  the 
outstanding 
term  was  not. 


rilHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  general  de* 
^  murrer  to  the  whole  bill,  which  stated,  that  the 
testator,  James  Burt^  by  his  will,  dated  the  25th  of 
March  181 S,  devised  all  his  freehold  and  leasehold 
property,  as  to  one  third,  to  his  son,  WiUiam  Bttrtj  in 
fee ;  as  to  one  other  third,  to  his  daughter,  Jane  WaveUj 
in  fee ;  and  as  to  the  remaining  one  third,  to  the  Plain- 
tiff,  Mary  Brookes^  in  fee. 

The  testator  died  in  1814,  and,  in  1822,  the  Plamtiff 
Mary  J  afterwards  the  wife  of  John  Brookesj  conveyed 
her  one  third,  as  to  one  moiety,  in  trust,  for  WiUiam 
Burt;  and,  as  to  the  other  moiety,  in  trust  for  Jane 
JVavelL 

In  1823,  a  deed  of  partition  was  executed  between 
WiUiam  Burt  and  Mrs.  WaveU^  by  which  certain  por- 
tions of  the  property  were  conveyed  in  severalty  to 
WiUiam  Burt  and  Mrs.  WaveU  respectively ;  but  some 
other  portions  remained  undivided. 

WiUiam  Burt  died  in  18S6  intestate,  and  without 
issue,  leaving  the  Defendant  Hannah  Burt,  his  widow, 
and  leaving  the  Plaintiff,  Mary  Brookes^  and  James 
Waoell^  the  eldest  son  of  Mrs.  Wavellj  his  co-heirs  at 
law,  when,  as  it  was  alleged  by  the  bill,  the  Plaindfi^ 
Mrs.  Brookes^  became  entitled  to  one  half  of  the  property, 
held  by  WiUiam  Burt  in  severalty,  and  to  one  fourth  of 
the  other  property,  to  which  the  deed  of  partition  did 
not  extend. 

The 
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The  bill  then  stated  that,  notwithstanding  the  title  of  1838. 
the  Plaintiffs^ in  right  of  Mary  Burly  the  said  Hannah 
Burt,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  entered  into  pos- 
session, and  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  property,  held  in  severalty,  and  of  the  property  not 
conveyed  in  the  deed  of  partition ;  and  that  the  Plaintiffs 
had  commenced  an  action  of  ejectment,  which  the  De- 
fendant, Mrs.  Bartf  defended. 

The  bill  then  proceeded  to  state,  that,  before  the  trial, 
the  Plaintiff  discovered  that  the  property  was  subject  to 
an  outstanding  term,  which  was  vested  in  a  Mr.  Worsley^ 
which  the  Defendant  threatened  and  intended  to  set 
iip»  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  claims  of  the  Plain- 
tii& 

The  bill  charged,  that  James  WaveU  was  at  present 
residing  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court ;  but  it  did 
not  pray  process  against  him,  when  he  should  come 
within  the  jurisdiction :  and  it  prayed  that  the  Plaintiffs 
nught  be  declared  entitled  in  right  of  the  Plaintiff,  Mary 
Brookes,  to  one  undivided  moiety  of  the  premises,  held 
by  Mr.  Burt  in  severalty,  and  to  one  undivided  fourth 
of  the  other  property,  held  in  common  by  him ;  and 
that  the  Defendant  might  be  decreed  to  deliver  up  the 
possession  of  the  same  to  the  Plaintiffs,  in  right  of  the 
Plaintiff,  Mary  Brookes^  accordingly,  together  with  the 
^e  deeds  thereof;  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken 
of  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  the  Defendant,  since 
the  death  of  William  Burtj  from  or  on  account  of  the 
^  share  of  the  Plaintiff,  of  and  in  the  said  premises, 
^  that  she  might  be  decreed  to  pay,  what,  on  taking 
tbe  laid  accounts,  should  be  found  due  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
Of  dse^  that  the  said  Defendant  might  be  restrained,  by 
''QQnction,  from  setting  up  the  outstandmg  terms  for 
the  purpose  of  defeating  the  Plaintiff  in  the  action  at 

law, 
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1838.  law,  or  any  other  action  or  actions  which  they  might 
be  advised  to  bring,  for  the  recovery  of  their  share  of 
the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  that  all 
proper  accounts  might  be  taken,  and  enquiries  made,  and 
directions  given,  which  might  be  necessary  for  effecting 
the  purposes  aforesaid,  and  for  general  relief. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  put  in  a  general  demurrer 
for  want  of  equity,  on  the  ground  that  James  JVavell 
and  James  Worslei/j  who  were  necessary  parties  to  the 
bill,  had  not  been  made  parties  thereto. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  JF.  C.  L.  Keenej  in  support 
of  the  demurrer,  contended,  that  James  Wavell,  who  was 
entitled  to  the  other  moiety  of  the  property,  and  Wordey^ 
in  whom  the  outstanding  term  was  vested,  were  necessary 
parties  to  the  suit.  If  the  bill  had  prayed  a  discovery 
only,  or  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant 
from  setting  up  the  outstanding  term,  it  might  not  have 
been  necessary  to  make  them  parties ;  but  here  the  bill 
prayed  for  a  declaration  of  right,  the  delivery  of  the 
possession  of  the  estate,  and  of  the  title  deeds  of  the 
property ;  and  for  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits ;  — 
matters  in  which  the  absent  parties  were  interested ;  and 
that,  therefore,  this  suit,  which  sought  to  deal  with  the 
inheritance,  was  defective  for  want  of  parties:  they 
cited  Jones  v.  Jones  (a).  Baker  v.  Harwood*  (i) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Puller^  contrct. 

The  proposition  of  the  Defendant  is  this,  that  if  there 
be  twenty  tenants  in  common  of  an  estate,  and  a  stranger 
gets  possession,  one  of  the  tenants  in  common  cannot 
recover  the  possession,  or  the  rents  from  the  stranger, 
without  making  the  other  nineteen  persons,  with  whom 

he 

(fl)  Z  Mer.  161.  172.  {h)  7  Sim,  373. 
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be  has  no  dispute,  parties  to  his  suit.  An  ejection  bill 
is  a  substitute  for  an  action  of  ejectment,  and  roust  be 
gOTerned  by  the  same  rules ;  and  it  is  clear  that,  at  law, 
ODe  tenant  in  common  can  sue  alone  for  his  share.  Doe 
i  Gill  V.  Pearson  (at).  Doe  d.  Raper  v.  Lonsdale  (J),  Doe 
i  Marsack  v.  Head,  (c)  Even  in  equity,  where  an  un- 
divided share  is  ascertained,  a  party  may  sue  for  it, 
without  making  the  persons  entitled  to  the  other  shares 
parties;  Smith  v.  Snow  (d),  a  decision  recently  followed 
in  this  Court  in  Hutchinson  v.  Townsend.  {e) 


1838. 


The  bill  alleges,  that  Wavell  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction, 
and  not  being  amenable  to  the  process  of  the  Court,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  make  him  a  party;  Haddock  v. 
T^inson.  (g)  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  there 
was  a  case,  decided  by  Sir  John  Leach^  in  which  he  held 
«  was  proper  to  pray  process  against  a  necessary  party, 
although  he  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  (A)] 

As 


W6£a#/,17J. 
%  18  East,  39. 
(c)l2^«/,57. 


{d)  5  Mad.  10. 

(e)  Rolls,  Dec,  I6th,  IB36. 

is)  2  S.  ^  Stu.  219. 


(h)  MuNoz  V.  De  Tastet.  • 


The  Ml  was  filed  by  the  Syndic 
owDimttary,  or  assignee,  of  Riba 
^  Co^  against  De  TatUt  and 
Co.,  for  an  account  of  monies 
'^^'ed  by  the  latter  firm,  on 
*<^ant  of  Eiba  and  Co.,  as 
^  correspondents  and  agents. 

l^urrer,  for  want  of  parties. 

*f'  loe,  for  the  demurrer. 


Mr.  Bickertteih,  contrh,  in- 
sisted, that  by  the  law  of  Spain, 
as  stated  in  the  bill,  the  persons 
who,  according  to  the  demurrer, 
ought  to  have  been  made  par- 
ties, had  no  interest  in  the  ac- 
counts prayed. 

The  Vicc-Chancellor  held, 
that,  upon  the  result  of  the  ac- 
count, those  persons  might  have 

an 


*  From  Mr. «/.  RtwelPs  notc« 


V.C. 

1828. 
Jan,  25. 

1827. 
April. 

It  is  not 
enough  to 
state,  that 
persons  who, 
m  respect  of 
interest,  are 
necessary  par- 
ties, are  out 
of  the  juris- 
diction: the 
bill  must  go 
on  to  pray 
process  against 
them. 


no 
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As  to  the  trustee  of  the  outstanding  term  not  b< 
made  a  party,  the  demurrer  admits  that  the  Defenc 
has  no  title ;  yet  she  objects  that  the  Plaintiff  does 
bring  before  the  Court  a  person  who  is  admitted  to  1: 


an  interest  in  the  funds,  which 
were  the  subject  of  the  suit. 

Demurrer  allowed,  and 
leave  given  to  amend. 

The  amended  bill  stated,  that 
the  Defendant  pretended  that  a 
certain  sum  (part  of  the  funds  in 
question)  did  not  belong  to 
Riba  and  Co.,  but  that  eleven 
other  persons  (naming  them) 
had  some  right,  or  interest  in  or 
to  the  same.  It  then  charged, 
that  those  eleven  several  per- 
sons had  no  right  to,  or  interest 
in  the  said  sum,  ^^  for  that  they 
the  said  Jos^  Ai/zenana,  &c. 
(naming  all  the  said  eleven  per- 
sons) are  all  of  them  resident 
abroad,  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  Honourable  Court." 
Process  was  not  prayed  against 
any  of  those  eleven  persons. 

To  the  amended  bill,  the  De- 
fendant De  Tastet  put  in  a  plea. 
The  averments  of  the  plea  were, 
in  substance,  that  the  eleven 
persons  named  in  the  bill,  had 
an  interest  in  the  sum  as  to 
which  an  account  was  prayed ; 
and  that  they  were  entitled  to 
call  upon  the  Defendants  to  ac- 
count for  the  application  there- 
of; the  conclusion  of  the  plea 
was,  that  the  Defendants  ought 
not  to  be  compelled  to  answer 


until  the  eleven  persons  b< 
named,  and  the  represents 
of  such  of  them  (if  any)  as 
dead,  were  made  parties  tc 
suit. 

The  question,  on  the  i 
ment  of  the  plea,  was,  wh< 
it  was  sufficient  to  state  in 
bill,  that  those  eleven  pert 
who,  if  within  the  jurisdic 
would  have  been  necessary 
ties,  were  out  of  the  jurisdic 
without  praying  process  ag; 
them. 

Mr.  Ko€y  in  support  of 
plea. 

Mr.  Bickersteth,  contrh^ 
gued,  that  when  a  party  was 
of  the  jurisdiction,  it  was  n 
tory  to  pray  process  against 
when  he  came  within  the  j 
diction ;  that  the  common  p 
tice  was  not  to  pray  pro 
against  a  party  out  of  the  ji 
diction ;  that  this  was  a  cas 
peculiar  hardship,  in  which 
Defendant  was,  by  every  posi 
means,  delaying  putting  in 
answer,  in  order  to  deprive 
Plaintiffs  of  the  means  of  c 
pel  ling  him  to  pay  a  large 
into  Court,  and  that  the  g 
number  of  persons  ag^nst  wb 
according  to  the  argument 
the  Plaintifis,  proceedings  oi 
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&o interest  in  the  matter;  she  insists  on  retaining  the       1888. 
estate^  and  the  rents  which  she  has  unjustly  received, 
until  the  Plaintiff  shall  bring  his  trustee  before  the 
Court    There  is  no  estate  in  the  country,  in  respect  of 
which  there  are  not  several  outstanding  terms ;  and  the 
inconvenience  would  be  excessive,  if  the  rightful  owner 
could  not  proceed  against  a  wrong-doer,  either  at  law 
or  in  equity,  to  recover  his  estate,  without  tracing  out 
the  outstanding  terms,  and  making  the  trustees  of  them 
parties  to  his  proceeding.   But  it  is  clear  that  the  Plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  some  part  of  the  relief  prayed,  and 
It  the  hearing  he  may  waive  part  of  the  relief,  and  ob- 
tain the  rest ;  the  demurrer,  therefore,  covers  too  much, 
and  mast  be  over-ruled. 

Mr.  Kinderslet/,  in  reply. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  demurrer  must  be  allowed. 
It  is  no  answer  to  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  say, 

that 


to  be  prayed,  was  a  reason  why  go  on  to  pray  process  against 

the  Court,  unless  constrained  by  them.    One  reason  for  this  is, 

"tt  dearest   authority,  should  that  they  may  have  an  oppor- 

^  allow  the  objection  to  prfr-  tunity  of  appearing  to  the  suit, 

^  and  taking,  as  parties  to  the 

suit,  what  course  in  it  they  may 

%  Vice-Chakcellor.      It  deem  most  for  their  advantage, 

^^eoough  to  state,  that  per-  This  they  cannot  do  if  process 

^  who,  in  respect  of  interest,  is  not  prayed  against  them, 

vc  necessary  parties,  are  out  of  Plea    allowed,   but    leave 

^  jorisdicdon ;  the  bill  must  given  to  amend.* 


*  Thii  decinon  was  cited  b&-  followed  by  Sir  C  C  Pepj^t  in 

^  Lord    Sedesdaiey   in    the  Taylor  v.  JFUher,  Rolls,  March 

BoQie  of  Lordsy  and  approved  19. 1835. 
^  ^  hiffly  and  was  afterwards 
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that  there  are  some  thmgs  which  cannot  be  maintained  ; 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  where  the  demurrer  is  for  want 
of  parties,  it  is  not  sufficient  for  the  Plaintiffs  to  say, 
that  there  is  some  part  of  the  relief  which  can  be  aban- 
doned at  the  hearing. 


This  bill  does  not  ask  that  which  ejectment  bills 
usually  ask :  it  prays  for  accounts,  and  the  delivery  up 
of  title  deeds,  which  is  more  than  is  usually  prayed  by 
a  common  ejectment  bill.  The  deeds  cannot  be  de- 
livered up  in  the  absence  of  the  parties  who  are  in- 
terested. I  conceive  that  Wavell  is  a  necessary  party : 
but  that  the  Plaintiff  is  under  no  obligation  to  make 
Worsley  a  party.  The  demurrer  must  be  allowed,  with- 
out costs. 


Bee,  8. 11. 


CLOSE  ».  WILBERFORCE. 


Equitable  as- 
signee of  lease- 
holds held  li- 
able at  the  suit 
of  the  lessee, 
af^er  the  ex- 
piration of 
the  term,  to 
the  breaches 
of  covenant 
committed 
during  his  pos- 
session, al- 
though such 
lessee  was  no 
party  to  the 
contract  for 
purchase,  and 
It  was  stipu- 
lated, that  the 
purchaser 
should  not  be 
entitled  to  an 
assigomeat. 


TIY  an  indenture,  dated  the  28th  of  May  1823,  a 
Mrs.  Jefferson  demised  to  the  Plaintiff  a  farm,  &€.,• 
at  Kilbum  for  a  term  of  twelve  years  and  a  half,  wanting 
five  days,  at  a  rent  of  300/.  a  year.  The  lease  contained 
various  covenants,  some  usual  and  some  unusual.  The 
Plaintiff,  in  the  year  1825,  sold  the  lease  to  the  West- 
minster  Dairy  Company,  and  it  was  accordingly  as- 
signed by  deed  poll  to  the  trustees  of  the  company, 
subject  to  the  rent  and  covenants,  &c.  The  affairs  of 
the  company  not  having  succeeded,  in  July  1826  they 
caused  the  premises  to  be  put  up  for  sale,  and  par- 
ticulars of  sale  were  prepared  by  the  auctioneer,  but  a 
sale  was  not  then  effected. 


In 
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In  September  1826,  the  Defendant,  who  had  been  a 
director  of  the  company,  and  had  previously  purchased 
of  them  the  stock,  &c,,  agreed  topurchase  of  the  com- 
pany the  leasehold  premises.  His  contract  for  purchase 
vras  contained  in  one  of  the  printed  conditions  of  sale, 
with  certain  variations  therein,  which  are  next  stated. 


1888. 


The  particular,  as  altered,  after  describing  the  pro- 
P^rty,  proceeded  as  follows :  —  "  The  estate  is  held  on 
lease  for  a  term,  of  which  nine  years  and  a  half,  less 
five  days,  were  unexpired  at  Lady^ay  1826,  at  a  rent 
^^  300/.  per  annum,  and  all  quit  and  copyhold  rents, 
^ucs,  duties  and  services  in  respect  of  these  and  other 
P^^ts  of  the  premises  of  Thomas  Ripley^  Esq.,  deceased. 
-l^e  tenant  is  bound  to  repair,  and  the  premises  cannot 
t>e  used  as  a  cofiee-house,  tavern,  alehouse,  tippling- 
^ouse,  or  te&-gardens.  The  purchaser  is  to  take  the 
fixtures,  manure,  dressings  and  half  dressings  on  the 
J^xid,  at  a  fair  valuation.'*  In  a  subsequent  part,  it 
^as  stipulated  as  follows :  —  "  The  purchaser  shall, 
vpcn  payment  of  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money 
'S^^^bly  to  the  third  condition,  receive  possession  of 
^e  lease  and  other  title  deeds,  but  shall  not  be  entitled 
^  any  assignment  to  him,  or  to  the  production  of  the 
'^saor's,  or  investigation  of  the  vendor's  title.  Posses- 
^oxi  will  be  given,  and  all  outgoings  cleared  up  to 
Michaelmas  1826,  or  immediately  upon  the  valuations 
'^ing  completed,  if  required  by  the  purchaser.'*  The 
"^Uowmg  memorandum,  at  the  foot  of  the  particular  as 
Utered,  was  signed  by  the  Defendant. 


«'  September,  1826. 

'*I  hereby  agree  to  purchase  the  leasehold  estate 
^inprised  in  this  particular,  agreeably  to  the  annexed 
^nditions  (the  alterations,  erasures  and  interlineations 

Vol.  I.  /  being 


114 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1838. 


being  first  made),  and  to  give  for  the  same  the  sum  of 
100/. 

«  W.  Wilberfbrce,  jun.** 

The  Defendant  took  and  retained  possession  of  the 
premises  until  the  expiration  of  the  lease. 

The  Defendant  stated,  in  his  answer,  that  after  he 
had  so  purchased  possession  of  the  said  premises  as 
aforesaid,  he,  the  Defendant  made  repeated  applications 
to  the  solicitor  or  agent  of  the  said  company,  to  assign  to 
him  the  aforesaid  indenture  of  lease,  and  all  the  estate 
and  interest  of  the  said  company  in  the  said  term,  and 
that  they  absolutely  refused  to  do  so ;  and  that,  there- 
upon, the  Defendant,  in  order  to  prevent  an  assignment 
by  the  trustees  of  the  said  company  of  the  said  lease- 
hold premises,  or  their  interest  therein,  requested  the 
solicitor  of  the  said  company  to  procure  for  this  De- 
fendant, a  disclaimer  from  the  said  trustees  of  the  said 
company,  of  all  their  estate  and  interest  in  the  said 
premises;  and  that,  accordingly,  in  or  about  the  month 
oi  December  1828,  the  aforesaid  indenture  of  lease,  with 
the  said  assignment  indorsed  thereon,  was  returned  to 
the  counting-house  of  the  Defendant;  and  that  there 
was  also  indorsed  thereon  some  writing,  purporting  to 
be  a  disclaimer  by  the  said  trustees  of  their  interest 
in  the  said  premises,  and  that  such  disclaimer  bore 
date  the  6th  day  o{  December  1828. 

In  September  1835  the  lease  expired,  and  there  hav- 
ing been  considerable  dilapidations  and  breaches  of 
covenant  committed,  during  the  time  when  the  Defend- 
ant was  in  possession,  the  executors  of  Mrs.  Jefferson 
brought  an  action  at  law  against  the  Plaintiff,  to  re- 
cover damages  for  these  breaches  of  covenant,  which 

had 
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had  been  estimated  at  746^  The  PlaintifT,  having  no 
defence  thereto,  gave  a  cognovit  to  the  lessor,  for  the 
sum  of  450/.,  and  then  filed  this  bill  against  Mr.  TFt/- 
f>crforcey  which  prayed,  that  the  Defendant  might  in- 
demnify the  Plaintiff  against  all  breaches,  non-perform- 
ance and  non-observance  by,  or  on  the  part  of  the  said 
Defendant,  his  agents,  servants,  or  under-tenants  of  tlie 
covenants  contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  lease,  and 
especially  the  said  covenant  to  repair  the  said  messuage 
and  premises ;  and  that  the  said  Defendant  might  exe- 
cute to  the  Plaintiff  a  proper  bond  of  indemnity  in  that 
^half,  and  that  he  might  pay  to  the  said  executors 
of  Mrs.  Jefferson  the  said  sum  of  450/.,  and  their  costs  of 
the  said  action,  and  might  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  his  costs 
of  the  said  action;  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken 
of  all  snms  of  money,  damages,  costs,  charges  and 
e^nses  paid,  or  incurred  by  the  Plaintiff,  by  reason, 
ot  in  consequence  of  such  breaches,  non-performance,  or 
**oiH)b8ervance  of  the  aforesaid  covenants,  and  that  the 
Pendant  might  pay  the  amount  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  James  Parker,  for  the  Plain- 
tiff 

Even  at  law,  the  assignee  of  a  lease  is  liable,  during 
^  continuance  of  his  interest,  to  indemnify  the  lessee 
^m  breaches  of  covenant,  although  the  assignment  is 
oy  deed  poll,  and  although  the  assignee  has  entered 
^to  no  covenant,  or  agreement  to  that  effect  with  the 
lessee;  Burnett  v.  I^/nch.  (a)  This  is  a  duty  arising  from 
^  situation  of  the  parties ;  the  effect  of  an  assignment  is 
^  the  lessee,  who,  as  between  himself  and  the  lessor,  is 
^  principal,  becomes  by  the  assignment  a  surety  to  the 
'^^r  for  the  assignee,  the  assignee  is  therefore  bound 

to 
(a)  5  Bam.  4r  Cr.  589. 
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to  pay  the  rent  and  perform  the  covenants  runnmg 
with  the  estate ;  the  surety,  after  paying  the  debt,  or 
discharging  the  obligation  to  which  he  is  liable,  has 
his  remedy  over  against  the  principal ;  WoLveridge  v. 
Stetmrd.  (a)  "  The  equity,"  says  Lord  Eldon^  "  is 
clear,  that  he  who  takes  an  assignment  of  a  term,  shall 
take  it  giving  a  covenant  of  indemnity  to  the  assignor, 
against  the  payment  of  the  rent,  and  the  performance 
of  the  covenants ;  and  there  is  no  distinction  between 
the  cases  of  assignment  by  the  original  lessee  and  by 
the  assignee  of  the  original  lesisee;"  Staines  v.  Mor^ 
ris.  {b) 


The  Defendant  is  a  mere  equitable  assignee,  no  as- 
signment having  been  made  to  him ;  and  the  Plaintiff 
having  a  right,  but  no  legal  remedy,  is  entitled  to 
come  into  a  Court  of  Equity  to  enforce  his  claim,  in  the 
same  way,  as  when,  by  reason  of  an  outstanding  term, 
a  party,  who  is  unable  to  pursue  his  remedy  at  law,  has 
a  right  to  demand  the  aid  of  this  Court 

It  has  been  established,  by  a  series  of  decisions,  that 
an  equitable  assignee  of  a  lease  is  liable  to  the  rent  and 
covenants,  even  although  he  has  not  taken  possession ; 
Lxtcas  V.  Comerford  (c),  Flight  v.  Bentley  (d),  Jenkins  v. 
Portman.  {e)  Here  the  case  is  much  stronger,  for  the 
Defendant  has  been  in  possession  the  whole  of  the 
period  since  the  contract. 

Sir  C.  WethereU,  Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  N.  WethereU, 
for  the  Defendant. 


(fl)  1  O.  4-  Mee.  644. 
\b)  1  Vet.  ^  B.  8. 
(c)  1  Vet,  jun.  235. 
ZBro.  C.  (7.166. 


S.  C. 


No 

(</)  7  Sim^  149.,  since  over- 
ruled by  the  V.  C.  in  Mooret  v. 
Choat^  SOth  February,  1839. 

(e)  I  Keen,  435. 
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No  authority  can  be  produced  in  support  of  the 
equity  contended  for  by  the  Plainti£f.     No  case  can  be 
found  in  the  reports  where,  instead  of  filing  a  bill  for 
specific  performance  during  the  term,  the  Plaintifi^  allows 
it  to  expire,  and  then  comes  into  a  court  of  equity  for 
an  indemnity  in  the  shape  of  damages.     In  the  first 
place,  there  is  no  equity  for  a  person  to  apply  to  this 
Court  for  a  specific  performance  after  the  term  has  ex- 
pired ;  especially  where  that  person  is  not  a  party  to  the 
contract  under  which  he  claims ;  in  the  next  place,  the 
daim  sounds  in  damages,  and  although  such  relief  was 
gifen  by  Lord  Kent/on,  in  Denton  v.  Stewart  {a)^  yet 
the  principle  has  since  been  over-ruled;  Greeruvmay  y. 
Adams  (6),   Todd  v.  Gee.  {c)    The  case  of  Burnett  v. 
Lynch  shows  that,  under  the  agreement,  the  remedy 
agunst  the  Defendant  would  be  at  law,  in  an  action  of 
M  at  the  suit  of  the  vendors ;  the  Plaintiff,  therefore, 
baa  no  right  to  change  the  jurisdiction  and  come  into 
equity. 


1838. 


The  authorities  which  have  been  cited  to  show  that 
an  equitable  assignee,  or  mortgagee  of  a  lease  is  liable  in 
equity  for  breaches  of  covenant,  have  no  application  to 
tbe  present  case ;  the  defendant  is  not  an  equitable 
assignee :  by  the  express  terms  of  the  contract  for  sale, 
it  is  stipulated  that  the  purchaser  ^^  shall  not  be  entitled 
to  any  assignment,"  so  that  he  contracts  for  the  mere 
possession  of  the  property,  and  not  for  an  assignment; 
^  became  tenant  from  year  to  year,  and,  as  such,  bound 
to  do  ordinary  tenant's  repairs  only.  A  party  may, 
both  at  law  and  equity,  agree  for  the  benefit  of  a  lease 
without  incurring  a  liability  to  the  covenants,  as  by  an 
^derlease,  in  which  case  no  equity  will  arise  between 

the 


(a)  1  Cox,  258. 
(h)  IS  Vet.  896. 


(c)  17  Vet.  213, 


IS 


118 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1838. 


the  sub-lessee  and  the  landlord.  During  the  term,  the 
Plaintiff  could  not  have  compelled  the  Defendant  to 
take  an  assignment  of  the  lease ;  first,  because  the  terms 
of  the  contract  exclude  it,  and  secondly,  because  the 
Plaintiff  is  a  stranger  to  the  contract ;  the  Plaintiff,  there- 
fore, has  no  right,  after  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  to 
have  recourse  to  equity  for  an  indemnity,  which  must 
be  founded  on  the  assumption  of  there  being  such  a 
prior  right 

Mr.  PembertoTiy  in  reply. 

If  the  Defendant  had  taken  a  legal  assignment,  there 
would  have  been  no  doubt  of  his  liability  in  a  court  of 
law.  Here  he  has  contracted  for  the  whole  interest, 
and  although  he  is  not  to  have  a  legal  assignment,  he  is 
to  have  the  whole  interest,  and  has,  in  fact,  had  the 
whole  enjoyment  of  the  property.  This  Court  will 
therefore  regard  him  as  the  absolute  owner  of  the 
whole  interest,  or  as  an  equitable  assignee;  and  his 
liability  is  co-extensive  with  that  to  which  he  would 
have  been  subject  in  a  court  of  law,  if  his  interest, 
instead  of  equitable,  had  been  legal. 

The  Plaintiff  is  a  mere  surety  for  the  Defendant,  and, 
having  a  right  as  against  the  Defendant  without  the 
means  of  enforcing  it  at  law,  he  seeks  the  aid  of  this 
Court,  not  for  the  purpose  of  assessing  the  damages, 
but,  under  the  common  equity  of  a  surety,  to  be  indem- 
nified by  the  principal. 

I7ie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  appears  that  the  Plaintiff  was,  in  the  year  1822, 
entitled  to  the  property  in  question,  which  was  held  by 
him  under  a  lease  for  twelve  years  and  a  half  at  a  rent 
of  300/. ;  the  lease  contained  various  covenants,  some 
usual  and  some  special.  Both  the  Plaintiff  and  De- 
fendant 
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fendant  were  members  of  a  company  called  the  London       1838. 
and  Westminster  Dairy  Company ;  and  it  was  intended, 
in  the  latter  part  of  1825,  that  this  leasehold  property 
sboold  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  the  company,  and  it 
was  assigned  to  trustees  for  them.     Theur  afibirs  did 
not  succeed,  and,  in  the  year  1826,  this  &rm  was  to  be 
disposed  of.     Particulars  of  sale  were  prepared,  but  the 
property  was  not  sold  by  public  auction.     In  September 
1826,  the  Defendant,  fVilberfbrce,  became  the  purchaser 
rf  this  leasehold  interest,  and  the  particulars  which 
were  prepared  for  the  sale  were  used  for  the  purpose 
of  the  contract;  and  it  was  stated,  that  the  estate  was  held 
00  lease,  &c.     [His  Lordship  here  stated  the  terms 
>nd  conditions,  as  altered,  and  the  contract  signed  by 
the  Defendant]    I  must  say,  I  have  no  doubt  that  this 
IS  an  agreement  to  purchase  the  leasehold  premises,  and 
^  have  in  equity  the  whole  leasehold  interest  which  was 
^^gaOy  vested  in  the  trustees  of  the  company.   It  is  said, 
^  it  was  an  agreement  for  the  right  of  possession,  or 
Pupation  only,'or  something  different  from  what  appears 
^^Ci^ssarily  implied  from  the  words  of  the  contract.    The 
"'^mises  were  held  under  a  lease ;  various  terms  were 
^^t^ulated,  amongst  others,  that  there  was  to  be  no  as- 
^R^ment,  but  I  have  no  doubt  that  it  was  a  contract  to 
.  ^^^chase  the  whole  interest  in  this  leasehold,  or  at  least 
^    equitable  interest 


.t  was  agreed  that  the  Defendant  was  not  to  have 
legal  interest,  and  the  consequence  was  that  there 
no  liability  at  law  under  the  covenants.     If  the 
fendant  had  accepted  a  legal  assignment,  he  would 
re  undoubtedly  been  bound  by  the  covenants  at  law, 
his  grantor  would  have  been  a  surety  only,  and 
^^^'ttled  to  call  for  an  indemnity  from  him,  and  for  the 
"formance  of  the  covenants  by  him.     The  question  is, 
^  does  the  matter  stand  where  there  has  been  no  legal 

/  4  assignment) 
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assignment,  but  only  an  equitable  agreement?  If  I 
could  see,  that  the  legal  remedy  would  be  co-extensive 
with  the  right  to  which  the  Plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled 
in  equity,  I  should  consider  that  he  had  no  right  to  come 
here ;  but  that  is  not  the  case.  The  argument  is,  that, 
under  the  contract,  the  Defendant  was  not  to  be  the 
assignee  of  the  whole  legal  interest;  but  that  he  was 
to  take  a  less  interest.  If  the  argument  were  well 
founded,  and  to  prevail  at  law,  it  would  not  prevail 
here,  because  in  this  Court  he  is  the  equitable  assignee 
of  the  whole  interest,  and  his  obligation  must  be  co- 
extensive with  that  equitable  interest. 


I  am  not  sure  that  this  450/.  was  the  amount  of  what 
he  ought  to  pay  fpr  the  breaches  of  covenant  to  this 
time,  and  I  think  he  is  entitled  to  a  reference  to  the 
Master  on  that  point.  The  Defendant  must  pay  the 
costs  at  law  and  in  this  court,  up  to  the  present  time. 


Decree.  —  *^  His  Lordship  doth  declare,  that  the 
Defendant  is  liable  to  indemnify  the  Plaintiff,  against  all 
damages  incurred  by  reason  of  the  breaches  of  covenant 
in  the  lease  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  subsequent  to 
the  date  of  the  agreement  of  September  1826,  in  the 
pleadings  mentioned.  And  it  is  ordered,  that  it  be  re- 
ferred to  the  Master  of  this  court  in  rotation,  to  enquire 
and  state  to  the  Court,  whether  the  sum  of  450/.  or 
any  other,  and  what  smaller  sum  was  the  amount  of 
damages  properly  recoverable  from  the  Defendant.'' 
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GREENING  v.  GREENING.  jpni^e. 

Tl  Y  the   1 1  G.  4.,  and  1  W.  4.  c.  36.  s.  xv.  rule  5.,  ^  Defendant, 
where  tlie  Defendant,  under  process  of  contempt  committed  to 
for  not  appearing,  or  not  answering,  is  in  actual  custody,  ^®  "^*^  ^^^ 
and  shall  not  have  been  sooner  brought  to  the  bar  of  the  ing,  was  dis- 
Court,  under  process  of  the  Court,  to  answer  his  con-  coStolnlMi 
tempt,  the  Plaintiff  is  directed  to  bring  the  Defendant  sequence  of 
by  habeas  corpus  to  the  bar  of  the  Court,  within  the  turned  oyer  to 
period  therein  stated ;  "  and  in  case  any  such  Defendant  ^^  -^^» 

after  the  ex* 

shall  not  be  brought  to  the  bar  of  the  Court,  within  the  piration  of  the 

respective  times  aforesaid,  the  sheriff,  gaoler  or  keeper,  J""?  ^w '^^^ff 

Serjeant  at  arms  or  messenger,  in  whose  custody  he  shall  by  the  iiG.4. 

be^  shall  thereupon  discharge  him  out  of  custody,  with-  ^  ^^^ ,]  j^^ 

ont  pajmient  by  him  of  the  costs  of  contempt,  which  ^uje  5.  for 

shall  be  payable  by  the  party  in  whose  behalf  the  process  to  the  bar  of 
issued."  ^he  Court. 

The  Defendant  in  this  case,  was  taken  into  custody 
for  contempt  for  not  answering,  on  the  22d  of  January 
18S9;  and,  according  to  the  aboTe  rule,  the  Plaintiff 
ooght  to  have  brought  him  before  the  Court  by  habeas 
toffusy  before  the  18th  of  Aprils  which  he  neglected  to 
^  Being  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  the  Defendant 
was,  however,  brought  up  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
by  the  Plaintiff,  by  habeas  corpus^  on  the  20th  o(  Aprilj 
^  no  objection  having  been  then  raised,  he  was,  there- 
upon, committed  by  his  Lordship  to  the  custody  of  the 
warden  of  the  Fket. 

Mr.  Bacon  now  moved  to  discharge  the  order  of  the 
SMi  of  Jprily  and  that  the  Defendant  might  be  dis- 
charged 
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1858.        charged  out  of  custody  with  costs,  on  the  ground,  that 
Greening     "^  consequence  of  the  default  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  bringing 
V*  him  to  the  bar  of  the  Court  before  the  18th  o(  Aprils 

the  sheriff  ought,  according  to  the  express  terms  of  the 
act  cited,  to  have  discharged  him  on  the  19th  of  April ; 
and  that,  being  wrongfully  in  custody,  his  committal  to 
the  Fleet  on  the  20th  was  irregular.  It  appeared  that 
the  Defendant  was  ignorant  of  his  rights  on  that  day. 
An  unreported  case  otKebble  v.  Leech^  Michaelmas  term 
1833,  was  referred  to. 

Mr.  FUaher^  cotUrd. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  in  January  1837 ;  and, 
up  to  the  present  hour,  the  Defendant  has  set  the  pro- 
cess of  the  Court  at  defiance,  and  has  refused  to  answer 
the  bill.  When  brought  up  on  the  20th  he  admitted 
his  contempt,  and  submitted  to  the  committal ;  he  has 
therefore  waived  his  right  under  the  act,  and  the  old 
practice  must  prevail.  At  all  events,  he  is  not  entitled 
to  the  costs  of  the  present  application,  which  has  been 
rendered  necessary,  by  the  neglect  of  the  Defendant 
himself  to  avail  himself  of  his  rights,  when  brought  up 
on  a  former  occasion. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  impel  the  Plaintiff  to 
use  proper  diligence,  and  it  directs  that  in  default^  the 
Defendant,  after  a  certain  time,  shall  be  released  from 
custody.  When  [the  Defendant  was  brought  up  before 
me,  and. turned  over  to  the  Fleets  it  was  on  the  supposition 
that  he  was  properly  in  custody ;  but  it  turns  out  that  he 
ought  to  have  been  discharged  two  days  previously ;  and, 
therefore,  that  he  was  not  then  legally  detained.  It  is 
said  that  there  was  negligence  on  his  part,  but  that  is  no 

reason 
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reason  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  proceed  strictly;  I  18S8. 

am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  oimht  to  be  r^^^^"^ 

•^           ^                      ^                            ^  GaEENiNa 

discharged,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  who  has  caused  the  •. 

application  should  pay  the  costs.  Gbkknino. 


0 


GREGG  V.  TAYLOR.  "'"l 

N  an  ex  parte  application  by  the  client,  the  common  Where  the 
order  for  the  taxation  of  the  solicitor's  bill  of  costs  for  the  taxa* 

had  been  obtained*    The  solicitor  now  presented  a  peti-  ^°"  ?^*.,f°^ir 

II  citor'sbillof 

tion  to  discharge  that  order,  on  the  ground,  that  certain  costs,  has  been 

transactions  had  taken  place  in  1828  and  1829,  which,  ^^J^^^nd'he 
u  he  contended,  amounted  to  a  final  settlement  between  solicitor  ap- 
■^-"dhiscUent.  ^^^^ 

the  ground, 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  support  of  the  petition,  contended,  ought  to  have 

4at  the  circumstances  of  the  case  were  such  as  to  been  obtained 
J  ,.      .        .  Ill®"  special  ap- 

I'mer  an  ex  parte  application  improper ;   the  whole  plication,  the 

&cts  had  been  suppressed,  and,  on  the  simple  unsup-  e^jgj'injo  "^e 
ported  allegation  of  the  employment  of  the  petitioner,  merits,  further 
^out  disclosing  the  subsequent  facts,  the  accounts  on^Oie^rMula^ 
between  the  solicitor  and  client  had  been  ordered  to  be  'ity  of  the 

opened  "'^n^^'  ^""^ 

"Fwea.  ^,11  not,  even 

if  the  facts 
warrant  it 

He  stated,  that  although  it  had  been  the  practice  then  make  a 

when  the  merits  warranted  a  special  order,  to  make  it  JP^'*^  ^f^^' 

,      ,  ,  for  taxation : 

^  the  time  of  an  application  being  made  by  the  solicitor  such  order 
to  discharge  the  common  order  for  irregularity,  yet,  J^bjectVf  an- 
^  the  Lord  Chancellor  had  recently  held,  that  the  other  applica- 
Coort  would  not  make  the  special  order  on  such  an  client, 
^'ccasion;  but^  where  the  common  order  had  been  ob- 
tained 
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1838*        tained  instead  of  the  special  orderi  wouldy  at  once,  dis- 
charge the  former  with  costs. 

Mr.  Chandless,  contra,  insisted,  that  no  final  settle 
ment  had  been  effected  between  the  client  and  his  soli- 
citor; and  further,  that,  even  if  the  order  had  beer 
improperly  obtained  ex  parte  in  the  first  instance,  stil 
if,  upon  looking  into  the  merits,  the  Court  saw  that  at 
order  for  taxation  could  be  sustained,  it  would  not  now 
discharge  it.  That  such  had  been  the  constant  practia 
of  the  Court;  and  that  the  only  effect  of  discharging  the 
order  would  be,  to  create  costs,  and  render  it  necessary 
for  the  Court  to  hear  the  merits  a  second  time. 

Tke  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  the  question  is  not,  if  the  transaction  o 
1829  was  valid,  final  and  conclusive,  but  whether  it  i< 
to  be  opened,  by  a  mere  order  of  course,  for  the  tax- 
ation of  the  costs.  The  facts  stated  are,  that  Kensu 
was  employed  as  solicitor  for  the  petitioner  and  sixteer 
other  persons ;  that  the  suit  was  ultimately  compromised, 
and  a  certain  sum  was  to  be  divided  among  the  claimants. 
It  was  paid  to  Kensit,  who  proceeded  to  distribute  it 
and  at  that  time  he  stated  what  he  claimed  for  costs, 
and  he  deducted  the  amount  of  the  share  of  each.  Tbb 
transaction  took  place  in  1 829.  Nothing  was  done  til 
this  order  of  course  for  the  taxation  of  costs  was  ob- 
tained, and  whatever  the  nature  of  the  settlement  mighi 
be,  it  is  not  to  be  got  rid  of  by  a  common  order  o 
course,  for  the  taxation  of  costs.  The  old  rule,  whicl 
the  Lord  Chancellor  acted  on  when  presiding  in  this 
Court,  was,  that  on  the  discussion  of  the  regularity  o 
such  an  order  of  course,  the  Court  would  go  into  the 
merits ;  and  if  there  ought  to  be  a  taxation,  an  ordei 
would  be  then  made.    It  is  satisfactory  to  hear  that  thi: 

course 
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course  of  proceeding  is  altered ;  and  that  it  has  now  been 
declared  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  that  he  will  only  con- 
sider the  question  of  merits  for  the  purpose  of  a  special 
order,  on  a  separate  application  by  the  client. 

I  must  act  on  this  decision,  and  grant  the  prayer  of 
the  petition,  by  discharging  the  order  for  the  taxation  ; 
saying  nothing  as  to  the  merits,  but  only,  that  the 
setdement  could  not  be  got  rid  of  by  the  common 
order  for  the  taxation  of  costs. 


1S5 


1838. 


This  decision  was  followed  by  his  Lordship  in  the 
case  of  Gfroi^  v.  Sampson^  Rollsj  15th  November  1838. 


BOOTH  V.  BOOTH. 


1858. 
Nw.  14. 


n^HOMAS  BOOTH,  the  testator,  who  at  his  death  a  trustee 

'^  carried   on   the  business   of  a  manufacturer   of  ^ho^tandsby 

and  sees  a 

ttrthenware  with  his  brother  Joseph  Booth,  by  his  will  breach  of  trust 
iitcd  the   17th   of  April  1820,  gave  and  bequeathed  nrc'SSStee 
^residue  and  remainder  of  his  personal  estate  and  becomes  re- 
jects, of  what  nature  or  kind  soever  and  wheresoever,  i^at  breach  of 
Mid  every  part  thereof,  unto  his  brother  Joseph  Booih,  ^^ 
^d  his  friend  Mr.  W.  Batkin,  two  of  the  Defendants,  bequeathed  to 

to  hold  to  them,  their  executors  and  administrators,  in  ^"jPf^Sf' u« 

'  '         and  to  B.^  his 

^5  to  put  and  place  the  same  out  at  interest,  upon  personal  es- 

some  ^«'^"P?° 
*«^^  trust  to  invest 

^  lame,  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children.    Both  the  executon  proved  the 

^  and  the  surviTing  partner  retained  the  testator's  monies  in  the  trade,  which 

*^Iott    B.  took  no  active  part  in  the  trusts,  but  was  cognisant  of  the  breach  of 

^^  and  took  no  proceedings  to  prevent  it :  Held,  that  B.  was  responnble  for 

"S  consequences  of  the  breach  of  trust 

'Hie  interest  of  a  cestui  que  trust,  who  concurs  with  a  trustee  in  a  breach  of 

tnut,  it  liable  to  indemnify  the  trustee. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

seme  good  and  sufficient  security  or  securities,  and  to 
pay  such  interest  as  received,  unto  his  said  wife,  until 
his  said  youngest  child  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years ;  and,  when  and  so  soon  as  such  child  attained 
that  age,  then  to  pay  one  half  part  of  such  interest  unto 
his  said  wife,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural 
life;  and  also  to  pay  one  half  part  of  the  principal 
money  that  might  be  then  out  at  interest,  and  any  in- 
terest of  such  part  that  might  be  then  due,  equally 
unto  and  between  such  of  his  children  as  should  be  then 
living,  and  to  the  child  or  children  of  such  of  them  as 
might  be  then  dead,  share  and  share  alike,  it  being  his 
will  and  intention,  that  the  child  or  children  of  such  of 
his,  the  said  testator's,  said  children  as  might  be  dead 
should  be  entitled  to  the  parents'  share ;  and  after  the 
decease  of  his  wife,  then  in  trust,  to  pay  the  other  half 
part  of  such  principal  and  interest  due  thereon,  equally 
between  and  among  such  of  his,  the  said  testator's, 
children  as  should  be  then  living,  and  to  the  child,  or 
children  of  such  as  might  be  then  dead,  share  and  share 
alike. 


The  testator  died  in  May  1820,  leaving  his  widow 
and  the  Plaintiffs,  then  infants,  his  two  only  children, 
him  surviving;  and  his  will  was,  in  October  1820,  proved 
by  Joseph  Booth  and  William  Batkin. 

The  partnership  expired  by  the  death  of  the  testator, 
but  JV.  Batkin  allowed  his  co-executor  to  carry  on  the 
business,  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  the  family  of  the 
testator,  in  the  name  of  Joseph  and  TJiomas  Booths  until 
1830,  when  Joseph  Booth  became  embarrassed,  and  the 
testator's  capital  lost 


The  youngest    of   the   testator's  children  attained 
twenty-one  in  April  1830.    This  bill  was  filed  to  obtain 

aa 
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m  account  of  the  testator's  estate,  and  to  make  the  18S8. 

trustees  liable  for  the  monies  lost  by  continuing  the  Booth 

business.  «• 


The  defendant,  Batkin^  by  bis  answer,  said,  that  he 
joined  in  the  probate  of  the  will  as  a  matter  of  form 
only,  and  at  the  request  of  Joseph  Booths  the  Defendant, 
and  tlixaheth  Booik,  the  widow  of  the  said  testator; 
and  that  it  was  fully  understood  that  he  should  not  be 
called  upon  further  to  interfere,  or  act  in  the  execution 
of  the  trusts  of  the  said  will ;  nor  did  he  conceive  that, 
by  merely  joining  with  Joseph  Booth  in  proving  the 
said  win,  he  should  become,  nor  did  he,  as  he  sub- 
mitted thereby,  in  fact,  become  answerable,  further  than 
fat  his  own  acts,  deeds,  receipts  and  payments,  if  any ; 
and,  save  as  aforesaid,  he  denied  it  to  be  true  that  he 
took  upon  himself  the  execution  of  the  testator's  will, 
or  of  the  trusts  thereby  reposed  in  him. 

It  was  not  proved  that  the  Defendant  Baikin  took 
any  active  part  in  the  trusts  of  the  will ;  but  there  was 
evidence  that  he  had,  from  Ume  to  time,  frequented  the 
manufactory,  and  was  aware  of  the  manner  in  which  it 
bad  been  carried  on  after  the  death  of  the  testator. 

The  liability  of  Batkin  was  the  point  principally 
discussed. 

Mr.  Pemberiofij  Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Bazalgettei  for 
the  Plaintifi. 

The  proving  the  will  by  Baikin  was  an  acceptance  of 
the  trusts,  MucMam  v.  Fuller,  (a)  It  was  the  duty  of 
the  trustees,  upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  to  have 

realised 

(a)  Jae6b^  198. 


Booth* 
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1838. 


Booth 

V. 

Booth. 


realised  his  property,  <^  and  place  out  the  same  upon 
good  and  sufficient  security."  Joseph  Booths  who  retained 
the  testator's  property  in  the  business,  was  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  trust,  and  is  clearly  liable  for  the  losses  which 
have  occurred,  and  Batkin^  who  stood  by  and  permitted 
that  breach,  is  equally  liable ;  Brice  v.  Stokes  (a),  Han' 
bury  v.  KirJcland  (&),  Mqyle  v.  Moyle  (c),  Byrchall  v. 
Bradford  (d),  Keble  v.  Thompson  (^),  Stickney  v.  SeweU  {g\ 
Cqffrey  v.  Darby  (A),  Tebbs  v.  Carpenter  (i),  Powell  v. 
Evans,  (k) 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  WHbraJianif  contra^  for  the 
Defendant  Batkin^  submitted,  that  he  was  not  liable  for 
the  breaches  of  trust  of  his  co-executor.  That  he  had 
taken  no  part  in  the  proceedings,  and  that  what  had 
been  done,  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  family,  and  with 
the  full  concurrence  of  the  widow,  whose  interest,  they 
submitted,  was  liable  to  make  good  any  losses. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  very  unfortunate  case.  It  is  to  be  lamented 
that  Batkin^  by  inadvertence  and  over  good  nature, 
should  have  placed  himself  in  such  a  situation  of  re- 
sponsibility as  he  has  done.  Here  is  a  will,  the  terms 
of  which  are  perfectly  distinct.  [His  Lordship  read 
it]  On  the  26th  of  October  1830,  the  two  executors 
proved  the  will ;  they  take  on  themselves  the  trusts  and 
the  duty  of  performing  it. 


(a)  11  Vet,Z\9. 
(6)  3  £!tiiio7t«,  265. 
(c)  SRustellJS^  M.nO. 
{d)  6Maddock,l5. 
[e)  3Brown,C.  C.llU 


From 


(g)  lMylne4rC.S. 
(h)  6  Ves.4S6. 
(j)  1  Maddock,  S90. 
{k)  S  Vet.  838. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  1S9 

From  that  moment  it  was  their  duty  to  do  all  that        18S8. 
necessary  for  the  conversion  of  the  estate  into 
jxmcDDey,  and  to  see  the  dividends  duly  applied ;  but  Bat'- 
Ici^h  unfortunately,  did  not  consider  that,  by  proving  the 
<«rill,  he  had  undertaken  any  duty,  or  incurred  any  re- 
sponsibility :  he  says  he  proved  the  will  in  consequence 
of  tbe  request  of  the  widow,  who  informed  him,  that  he 
-vrovld  not  thereby  undertake  any  duty,  or  be  responsible 
for  any  thing.     It  is  important  that  it  should  be  well 
understood  that  no  one  can  safely  act  in  that  manner,  and 
that  the  law  will  not  permit  a  party  to  neglect  the  duty 
which,  by  proving  the  will,  he  has  undertaken.     I  am 
of  opinion  that  he  became  liable  for  the  performance 
of  the  trusts,  and  for  any  consequences  arising  from  a 
breach  of  them. 

Part  of  the  testator's  property  was  engaged  in  trade : 
that  trade  ought  to  have  been  put  an  end  to,  and  the 
property  invested.  Batkin^  it  appears,  went  to  the  place 
of  business  from  time  to  time,  and  it  is,  therefore,  clear 
that  he  knew,  that  what  ought  to  have  been  done  was 
uot  performed.  He  acquiesced,  week  by  week,  and  year 
by  year,  in  the  breach  of  trust  which  his  co-executor 
was  committing.  There  is  no  corrupt  motive — no  re- 
ceipt of  money  which  he  misapplied  to  be  attributed  to 
lum,  bat  he  undertook  the  performance  of  a  duty  which 
Ik  did  not  perform.  This  is  no  small  blame :  a  man 
cannot  be  allowed  to  neglect  a  duty  which  he  has  under- 
^en.  He  permitted  his  co-executor  to  carry  on  the 
tnde,  and,  consequently^  must  be  considered,  in  this 
Court,  a  paity  to  this  breach  of  duty.  It  is  said,  in  ex- 
tenuation, that  he  did  this  from  the  best  motives;  he 
thought  the  brother  of  the  testator  was  the  proper  per- 
son to  carry  on  the  business ;  he  thought  there  would 
be  more  profit  made  by  this  mode  of  dealing  with  the 
property,  and  that  it  was  more  advantageous  for  the 

Vol.  I.  K  cWldren. 
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18S8. 


Booth 

V. 

Booth. 


children.  All  this  might  have  been  very  right  to  do 
and  to  acquiesce  in,  if  he  had  undertaken  to  make  good 
any  los3  which  might  occur  in  the  course  of  the  experi- 
ment; he  could  not,  however,  so  act  without  incurring 
that  responsibility,  if  a  loss  occurred. 

I  am  of  opinion,  on  the  authorities  and  on  the  esta^ 
blished  rules  of  the  Court,  to  which  it  is  not  necessary 
to  refer,  that  a  trustee  who  stands  by  and  sees  a  breach 
of  trust  committed  by  his  co-trustee,  becomes  responsible 
for  that  breach  of  trust 

That  the  widow  concurred  seems  to  be  quite  clear ; 
and  any  interest  to  which  she  may  be  entitled  is  the 
proper  fund  to  resort  to  in  the  first  instance.  If  she 
has  obtained  any  benefit  from  the  breach  of  trust,  the 
trustee  ought  to  be  compensated  in  respect  of  it.  I 
must,  therefore,  declare,  that  the  property  ought  to  have 
been  realised  on  the  death  of  the  testator;  and  that 
Batkin  and  Booth  are  liable  for  any  loss  which  has  oc- 
curred from  not  winding  up  the  testator's  afiairs  at  that 
time. 


A  Plaintiff 
who  enters 
into  evidence 
to  prove  facts 
clearly  ad- 
mitted by  the 
answer,  must 
pay  the  costs, 
though  he 
succeed  in 
the  suit. 


The  Plaintiffs  had  gone  into  evidence  as  to  the  inter- 
ference of  Batkin  in  the  business,  and  Mr.  Wilbraham 
submitted,  that,  as  the  Plaintiffs'  evidence  did  not  carry 
the  case  further  than  the  admissions  contained  in  the 
answer,  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  justified  in  going  into 
evidence  to  prove  that  which  was  admitted;  and  that, 
therefore,  the  Defendant  ought  to  be  allowed  the  costs 
incurred  by  this  useless  evidence. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  that  the  De- 
fendant would  be  entided  to  these  costs  if  the  Plaintiff 
could  have  read,  from  the  answer  of  the  Defendant,  a 

dear 
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dear  admission  of  the  same  facts,  which  the  witnesses 
pro?ed. 


On  examining  the  pleadings,  however,  it  did  not  ap- 
pear that  the  answer  contained  such  clear  admissions ; 
and  no  special  order  was  made  as  to  these  costs. 


1838. 


DAVIS  V.  ELMES. 

T^S  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  demurrer, 
and  by  the  statements  in  the  bill  it  appeared  that 
tbe  testator,  who  was  the  Plaintiff's  father,  after  giving 
•  life  interest  in  his  property  to  his  widow,  gave  a  sum 
of  300/.  to  Dennis  Davis  and  Charlotte  his  wife,  for 
their  own  use  and  benefit ;  and  he  gave  a  similar  sum 
to  James  Elmes  and  Mary  Ann  his  wife,  to  and  for  his 
^  their  use  and  benefit ;  and  he  directed,  "  in  case 
My  or  either  of  them  the  said  Henry  John  Elrnes,  Defi- 
^  Daxds  and  James  Elmes  should  be  indebted  to  him 
at  the  time  of  his  decease,  such  sum  or  sums  of  money 
as  he  or  they  might  be  so  indebted  as  aforesaid  to  be 
^cAictcd  and  retained  out  of  his  or  their  legacy,  so  far 
^  the  same  would  extend  and  be  sufiicient  for  that 
purpose.'' 

The  testator  made  advances  to  Dennis  Davis. 

b  March  1833,  Dennis  Davis  died  indebted  to  the 
testator  in  the  sum  of  250/.,  which  still  remained  un- 
paid. 


1839. 
Feb.  18. 

A  testator  be- 
queathed to 
his  daughter 
and  her  hus- 
band 300/., 
and  directed, 
if  the  husband 
should  be  in- 
debted to  him 
at  the  time  of 
his  death,  the 
debt  should 
be  deducted 
out  of  his  le- 
gacy.   The 
husband  died 
in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator, 
indebted  to 
him  in  tiSOl., 
and  the  tes- 
tator after- 
wards died : 
Held,  that  the 
debt  was  not 
to  be  deducted 
from  the 
daughter's 
legacy. 


K2 
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1839.  '^^  testator  survived  Dennis  DaviSf  and  died  in 

August  1833,  and  his  widow  died  in  1838.  The  ques- 
tion raised  by  the  demurrer  was,  whether  the  Plaintiff 
Charlotte^  the  widow  of  Dennis  Davisy  was  entitled  to 
the  legacy  of  300/.  without  deducting  the  debt  due  from 
her  husband  to  the  testator. 

Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  B.  Spencer  FoUett^  for  the 
demurrer.  The  husband's  debt  was  to  be  deducted  out 
of  a  particular  fund,  expressly  pointed  to  by  the  testator, 
namely,  the  legacy  of  300/.  previously  given;  the  death  of 
Dennis  Dams  cannot  affect  the  direction,  or  the  qualifica- 
tion to  which  the  legacy  was  subjected  by  the  testator^s 
will.  The  intention  was  clear ;  the  testator  intended  an 
equality  between  the  families  of  his  three  daughters, 
and  made  this  provision  for  the  deduction  of  any  ad- 
vances made  by  him  in  his  lifetime;  he  intended  the 
deduction  to  be  made  out  of  the  interest  of  his  daughter, 
as  well  as  of  his  son-in-law. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Chandless,  in  support  of  the 
bill.  The  debt  was  to  be  deducted  out  of  his^  not  her^ 
legacy.  The  testator  never  could  have  intended  the 
husband's  debt  to  be  paid  out  of  his  widow's  legacy, 
the  effect  of  which  would  be,  to  give  the  benefit  of  the 
wife's  legacy  to  strangers  to  the  testator,  namely,  to  the 
husband's  legatees,  if  he  died  solvent;  and  to  his  cre- 
ditors, if  he  had  died  insolvent.  The  events  have  not 
happened  on  which  the  deduction  was  to  take  place; 
Dennis  Davis  was  not  indebted  at  the  testator's  death, 
but  his  estate,  or  representatives  only  were  then  debtors 
to  the  testator ;  and  there  is  no  legacy  given  to  him  out 
of  which  the  debt  can  be  deducted. 


Mr.  Kindersley,  in  reply. 


Tke 
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TheTAABTEK  of  the  Rous.  1839. 

In  this  case»  the  testator  has  used  words  which  might 
bare  had  a  legal  operation  in  one  of  three  events  which 
might  have  happened ;  first,  in  the  event  of  the  husband 
aod  wife  surviving  him ;  secondly,  of  the  husband  alone 
snnriving  him;  and  thirdly,  of  the  wife  alone  surviving. 
The  husband  was  the  debtor  of  the  testator,  and  he  has 
directed,  that  if  the  husband,  &c.  —  [Reads  the  will.] 

If  the  husband  had  survived  his  wife  and  the  tes- 
tator, the  legacy  would  have  become  his ;  if  both  sur- 
Tived,  there  would  have  been  a  distinct  interest  to  the 
Imshand,  at  least;  but  in  the  event  which  has  happened, 
the  husband  never  had  any  interest  in  the  legacy.    The 
question  is,  if  the  testator  is  to  be  taken  to  have  in- 
tended, that  when  the  husband  had  no  interest,  his 
personal  debt  was  to  be  deducted  from  the  wife's  in- 
terest.   I  cannot  say  that  such  was  his  intention,  or 
that,  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  the  legacy, 
which  vested  in  the  wife  alone,  is  to  be  applied  in  pay- 
ment of  the  husbana  s  personal  debt. 

I  cannot  dispose  of  this  case  without  expressing  my 
approbation  of  the  manner  in  which  the  question  has 
been  brought  before  the  Court.  The  record  has  been 
so  framed  as  to  bring  the  point  before  the  Court  at  the 
least  expense,  and  shews  a  proper  spirit  on  both  sides. 

I  Demurrer  over-ruled. 


K  S 
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1838. 


Nov.  7. 


M'KENNA  V.  EVERITT. 


C.  E.,  in  the  T^HIS  bill  was  filed  by  the  next  of  kin  of  AntJuny 
husb^nVL^n-''  M'Demiott  against  Thomas  Everitt  and  Charlotte 

tracted  a  his  wife,  stating  in  substance,  that  Charlotte  Eoeritt, 

riage  with  the  being  the  wife  of  the  Defendant  Everitt,  and  fraudulently 
testator,  and     representing  herself  to  be  a  single  woman,  intermarried, 

Si  I  w  I  nis  ciwobii« 

with  J.C.  in  the  year  1826,  with  the  testator  Anthony  M^Dermott. 

The  testaU)r  'j^g^  Anthony  M^Dermotty  being  under  that  impression 

to  be  his  wife,  and  in  the  firm  belief  that  the  Defendant  Charlotte 

terhb"^  ^'^  ^^'^  was  his  lawfiil  wife,  by  his  will  gave  all  his  real 

property,  and  and  personal  estate  "  to  his  dear  'wife  Charlotte  M^JDer' 

his  executrix-  ^ott,'*  and  appointed  her  sole  executrix  of  his  will; 

she  proved  his  that  the  testator  died  in  September  1832,  and  Charlotte 
will,  and  J.  6\,    _,       .       ,         ,  t*  ^j      y  -mM-  -w^  i 

as  her  bus-       Everttt,  by  the  name  of  Charlotte  M^Dermottj  and  as 

band,  DOS-        ^j^e  widow  and  executrix  of  Anthony  M^Dermott.  proved 

sessed  part  ot  ^  ... 

the  estate  of    the  will.    The  Plaintiffs  by  their  bill  submitted,  that,  in 

thenwc^ontin  consequence  of  the  fraud  the  beqii^ts  in  the  will  were 
having  filed  a  yoid ;  it  stated  that  Charlotte  Everitt  had  possessed  all 
C.  j^and  her   such  parts  of  the  testator's  estate  as  she  been  able  to  do ; 

real  husband,  ^jj^t  she  now  passed  by  the  name  of  Charlotte  Calverleu : 
impugning  the  . 

validity  of  the  and  it  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  personal  estate  of  the 
•^n  account  ^^^tator,  under  the  circumstances,  belonged  to  his  next  of 
of  the  testa-  kin ;  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  estate  and 
Held  that  the  ^fi^cts  of  the  testator,  which  had  been  possessed  by  and 
husband  of  ji^j  come  to  the  hands  of  Charlotte  Everitt^  or  any 
he  had  not  in-  other  person  or  persons  by  her  order  or  for  her  use ; 

terfered,  was  ^^^  ^j^j^^  ^j^g  usual  accounts  might  be  taken,  anli  the 
a  necessary  .      i        i   t  . 

party,  but  that  residue  ascertained  and  divided  between  the  Plaintiffs. 
J.  C,  her  sup- 
posed hus- 
band, was  not.       The  Defendant   Thomas  Everitt  put   in   a  plea  to 

this  bill,  stating,  in  effect,  that  from  February  1825  to 

the  time  of  filing  his  plea,  he  had  lived  separate  and 

apart 
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ap^^rt  from  his  wife  Charlotte  Everttt,  and  that  during 
suoli  time  he  had  had  no  power  or  control  over  her ; 
thsLt  the  appointment  of  her,  as  executrix,  was  made 
without  his  knowledge  or  privity,  and  that  the  proof 
of  the  will  was  made  without  his  knowledge,  privity, 
or  <x>nsent,  and  that  he  had  never  assented  to  her  act- 
ing as  executrix  thereof  or  to  her  administering  the 
estate  of  the  testator,  and  that  he  had  not  received  any 
oF  the  property  of  the  testator.     He  also  stated,  that  in 
F^bmcay  1834,  Charlotte  Everilt  had  intermarried  with 
tTt^seph  Calverley^  and  that  Joseph  Calverley^  as  the  hus- 
l>aiid  of  Charlotte  Everitt,  had  sold  out  116/.  long  an- 
nuities, which  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  the  testator. 
XTie  plea  then  continued  as  follows  :  —  "  That  the  said 
tf^osefk  Calverley  is  a  necessary  party  to  the  said  bill, 
and  ought  to  be,  but  is  not,  made  a  party  thereto ;  and, 
therefore,  this  Defendant  doth  plead  the  matters  afore- 
said to  the  said  bill,  and  humbly  insists  that  the  De- 
fendant ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  make  any  further 
or  other  answer  thereto." 


18S8. 


M'Kbnna 

V, 
EVEBITT. 


Mr.  Tripp^  in  support  of  the  plea. 

Baerittj  who  has  received  no  part  of  the  assets,  nor 
piOTed  the  will,  nor  assented  to  any  intermeddling  on 
tbe  part  of  his  wife,  is  not  a  necessary  party.    Calverlej/, 
who  has  received  the  whole  assets,  has  become  an  exe^ 
odor  ie  son  tort^  and  in  that  character  is  a  necessary 
party;  in  order  that  he  may  account  for  his  receipts, 
ibr  which  he,  and  not  Everittj  is  answetable.     In  the 
case  of  GUiss  v.   Oxenham{a)  a  father  appointed  an 
executor  durante  minore  atate  of  his  daughter,  and  ap- 
pointed her  executrix  on  her  coming  of  age :  it  was 
heldf  that  tlie  executor  who  had  received  assets,  was  a 

necessary 

(a)  2Atkmtt\2\. 

K  ^ 
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1888.       necessary  party  to  a  bill  for  an  account,  brought  after 
TT^"'^"^'^     the  daughter  had  attained  twenty-one;   so  here   the 
v.,  executor  de  son  tort  is  a  necessary  party. 

EVSAITT. 

Mr,  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Purvis^  contra. 

It  is  impossible  to  sue  Mrs.  Everitt  without  bringing 
her  husband  before  the  Court  as  her  protector,  and  who 
may  be  answerable  for  her  defaults.  An  executor  de 
son  tort^  who  is  a  mere  debtor  to  the  estate,  is  not  a 
necessary  party  to  a  bill  against  an  executrix,  for  an 
account  of  a  testator's  estate ;  and  an  executor  de  son 
tort  cannot  exist  where,  as  in  this  case,  there  is  a  regular 
executor  or  executrix. 

The  plea  is  wrong  in  form,  it  does  not  confine  itself 
to  the  necessary  averments,  but  it  answers  the  greater 
part  of  the  bill. 

ne  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  appears  that  the  wife  of  Everitt^  pretending  to  be 
a  single  woman,  married  M^Dermott;  he,  supposing 
himself  to  be  her  husband,  made  his  will,  and  by  which 
he  gave  the  whole  of  his  property  to  '<  his  dear  wife 
Charlotte  M^Dermott,^  and  he  made  her  his  executrix. 
She  possessed  the  property,  her  first  husband  being 
alive,  and  after  the  death  of  M^Dermott  she  married 
again  with  Calverley.  The  wife  of  Everitt  having  pos- 
sessed the  property  of  M^Dermott  in  the  character  of 
his  executrix  allowed  part  of  it  to  be  transferred  to 
Calverley.  The  Plainti£&  are  the  next  of  kin  o(  M^Der- 
motti  and  file  this  bill  to  establish  a  fraud  as  against 
Mrs.  Everittj  and  to  have  it  declared,  that  she  is  not 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  will,  but  that  the  next  of 
kin  of  the  testator  are  entided.  Mrs.  Everitt  is  a 
necessary  party ;  and  being  a  necessary  party,  it  is  of 

course 


EVEBITT. 
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course  that  the  husband  should  also  be  made  a  party.        1838. 
He  allies,  however,  that  Calverley  is  a  necessary  party      j^^^^ 
to  the  suit,  because  he  has  possessed  a  portion  of  the      _    v. 
estate ;  this  argument,  if  followed  up,  would  make  it  re- 
quisite to  bring  before  the  Court  every  person  who  has 
possessed  any  part  of  the  testator's  estate.    If  the  Plain- 
tiff thought  right,  they  might  follow  the  assets  into  the 
hands  of  Calverley;  that  is  not  now  the  question,  but 
it  is  this,  whether  Everitt  has  a  right  to  say,  that  the 
Plaintiffi  shall  follow  the  assets  into  the  hands  of  Ca^ 
verley.     I  think  he  has  not,  and,  therefore,  the  plea 
must  be  over-ruled* 

Plea  over-ruled. 


GREENLAW  v.  KING.  Dec.  6, 7. 

nr^HE  bill  in  this  case  stated  two  acts  of  parliament  of  The  privilege 
the  49  &  52  G.  S. ;  by  which,  for  the  purpose  of  ^^  di8co?ciy,* 
building  a  new  rectory  house  at  SL  Ma7y\  Woohncfh  "  ""'  ?^   . , 
the  rector,  with  the  consent  of  the  bishop  oi  Rochester j  that  of  his 
was  empowered  to  borrow  2000/.  by  way  of  annuities,  jolicitor; 
upon  one  or  more  life  or  lives,  and  to  secure  that  sum  where  the 
upon  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  rectory.  would-be  pro- 

tected  from 
uiscovcrv   hut 

In  ISIS,  the  then  rector,  with  the  consent  of  the  then  the  client 
bishop  of  Bochester.  in  consideration  of  2000Z.  expressed  ^°"*^  °°**  . 

,  A  case  sub- 

to  be  paid  by  a  Mr.  Venables^  granted  a  life  annuity  of  mitted  to 

i7ot  to  r««ito.  -»-a 

Xhe   communi- 
cations had 
with  hit  tofidtor  by  a  deceased  owner  of  a  charge  on  a  lifing,  in  contemplation  of 
pnieeedings  being  taken  by  the  future  incumbent,  and  which  had  come  into  the  pos- 
of  the  definidanty  who  was  the  assignee  of  the  charge :  Held,  not  privileged. 
Confidential  oommunicadons,  which  took  place  after  the  dispute  nad  arisen, 
■Cweeo  a  defendant  and  a  solicitor,  who  acted  as  agent  and  adviser  only,  but  not 
folidtor:  Udd,  not  pririleged. 
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1 8S8.  The  9000L  was  the  money  of  the  bishop,  and  Venables^ 

who  was  a  mere  trustee,  had  executed  a  declaration  of 
trust  to  that  efiect;  in  182S,  the  bishop,  for  natural 
love  and  affection,  assigned  the  annuity  to  his  son,  the 
Defendant  Mr.  Kir^. 

The  bishop  and  the  rector  both  died  in  1837;  and 
the  Plaintiff,  the  present  rector,  filed  this  bill  to  set 
aside  the  annuity  as  invalid,  by  reason  of  the  trust 
reposed  in  the  bishop  by  the  act. 

The  Defendant,  Mr.  King^  by  his  answer,  made  the 
following  admission  as  to  his  possession  of  documents 
relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  cause. 

'^  And  this  Defendant  saith,  that  he  hath,  in  the 
schedules  to  this  his  answer  annexed,  marked  respect- 
ively with  the  figures  1  and  2,  set  forth  a  full  and  true 
list  and  schedule  of  all  the  deeds,  books  of  account, 
accounts,  letters,  copies  of  or  extracts  from  letters, 
receipts,  documents,  papers  or  writings,  or  of  any  deed, 
book,  book  of  account,  letter,  copy  of  or  extract  from 
a  letter,  receipt,  document,  paper  or  writing  relating  to 
the  matters  in  the  bill  mentioned,  or  to  any  of  them ; 
and  from  which,  if  produced,  the  truth  of  the  several 
matters  in  the  said  bill  stated  and  charged  would  appear, 
which  Defendant  hath  now  or  ever  had  in  his  posses- 
sion, custody,  or  power ;  but  Defendant  saith,  that  the 
several  letters  and  copies  mentioned  and  referred  to  in 
the  second  schedule  to  his  answer  annexed,  and  to  which 
the  figures  from  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  are  set  opposite, 
are  confidential  communications  which  passed  between 
Defendant's  late  father  (the  bishop)  and  William  Leigh^ 
who  then  was  and  acted  as  his  solicitor  and  agent ;  and 
that  such  letters  were  written  confidentially  by  the  De- 
fendant's fother,  as  client  to  the  said  William  Leigh^  and 

by 
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by  William  Leigh^  as  solicitor  to  the  Defendant's  father,        18S8. 

in  reference  to  the  matters  in  litii?ation  in  the  present     I^*^^^"'^ 

.  °  *^  Greknlaw 

suit,  and  in  contemplation  of  such  proceedings  being  v. 

taken  by  some  successor  of  the  then  incumbent  of  the  said 
rectory  of  WoolwicJi^  as  are  now  taken  by  the  Plaintiff 
in  this  suit;  and  that  the  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of 
coansel  and  the  opinion  given  thereon,  to  which  the 
figare  25  is  set  opposite,  were  respectively  stated  and 
giyen,  in  reference  to  the  matters  in  litigation  in  the 
present  suit,  and  in  contemplation  of  such  proceedings 
bemg  taken  by  some  successor  of  the  then  incumbent 
of  the  rectory  of  Woolwichy  as  are  now  taken  by  the 
Plaintiff  in  this  suit. 

^And  this  Defendant  saith,  that  the  several  other 
letters,  and  copies  of  letters,  mentioned  and  included  in 
the  second  schedule,  and  to  which  the  figures  from  9 
to  i4  inclusively,  and  from  26  to  46  inclusively,  are  set 
opposite,  are  and  passed  as  confidential  communications 
between  this  Defendant  and  William  Ldgh^  who  con- 
turned  to  act  as  the  agent  and  adviser  of  this  Defendant j 
ikngh  not  as  his  solicitor^  and  between  William  Leigh 
md  this  Defendant's  counsel  and  solicitors,  and  be- 
tween this  Defendant  and  his  counsel,  in  the  character 
of  dieat,  solicitor  and  counsel,  in  reference  to  the  matters 
in  litigation  in  this  suit,  and  in  contemplation  of  this  suit, 
md  after  dispute  had  arisen  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
the  Defisndant  with  reference  thereto." 

**  And  this  Defendant  submits  that  he  ought  not  to  be 
ooiq)elIed  to  produce  the  said  several  letters  and  the 
said  Ctte  and  opinion  mentioned  and  included  in  the 
aeccmd  schedule  to  this  his  answer  annexed,  or  either 
erf*  the  copies  of  the  said  case  and  opinion  respectively, 
or  any  or  either  of  them." 

A  motion 
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18S8.  A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the  Pluntiflf, 

for  the  production  of  the  documents  mentioned  in  the 
schedule. 

Mr,  Pembertofij  Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  22.  W.  E. 
ForstcTi  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended,  that  the 
correspondence  which  had  taken  place  between  the 
bishop  and  his  solicitor,  prior  to  the  institution  of  this 
suit,  or  its  being  in  contemplation,  and  the  case  then 
submitted  to  counsel,  were  not  privileged;  and  as  to 
the  communications  between  the  Defendant  and  William 
Leigh^  who  acted  as  the  Defendant's  friend,  and  not  as 
his  legal  adviser,  the  Defendant  was  bound  to  produce 
them ;  they  cited  Radcliffe  v.  Fursman.  (a) 

Mr.  Richards  and  Mr.  Heberden^  contra.  As  to  the 
correspondence  which  passed  confidentially  between  the 
late  bishop  and  Mr.  Leigh^  bis  solicitor,  it  is  quite  clear 
that  if  this  motion  were  directed  against  Mr.  Leigh 
himself}  it  would  be  refused ;  Wright  v.  Mayer  (6), 
Greenough  v.  Gaskell  (c),  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton,  (d) 
The  privilege  being  that  of  the  client,  and  not  of  the 
solicitor,  it  must  equally  exist,  where  the  solicitor  has 
parted  with  the  possession  of  his  client's  documents  and 
they  have  come  into  the  possession  of  another  person.  If 
Leigh  happened  to  be  a  Defendant  to  the  bill,  he  would 
not  be  ordered  to  produce  these  documents,  and,  there- 
fore the  present  Defendant,  who  represents  him,  is  equally 
privileged,  (e)  The  effect  of  their  being  produced  might 
be  to  render  the  estate  of  the  bishop  liable ;  and  surely, 
therefore,  the  Court  will  not,  in  a  suit  to  which  the 

bishop's 

(a)  zBro.  P.  C.S3S.  Toml,  (rf)  19  K«.268. 

ed.  (0  S^^  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten^ 

(5)  6  Vet.  280.  1  Mer.^n. 

(c)  1  Mf^ne  4-  K.  98. 
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bkhop's  representatives  are  not  parties,  order  their  pro*        18S8. 


It  is  admitted  that  the  documents  are  in  the  Defend- 
ant's power,  that  may  mean,   that  Mr.  Leigh  would 
deliver  them  over,  if  asked ;  but  will  the  Court  force 
tbe  Defendant  to  procure  them  from  the  solicitor  of 
inother  party  ? 

It  is  said  that  the  communications  are  not  privileged, 
because  they  took  place  some  years  before  the  institution 
of  this  suit ;  but  the  rule  is,  that  when  an  attack  is  con- 
templated, a  party  is  at  liberty  to  have  recourse  to  the 
advice  of  skilful  persons,  without  being  compelled  to 
make  a  discovery  of  such  confidential  communications. 
Walker  v.  Wildman  (a),  Hughes  v.  Biddulph  (i),  Fent  v. 
Pucey  (c),  Bolton  v.  The  Corporation  of  Liverpool  (d)> 
Storey  v.  Ijord  George  Lennox  {e)^  and  Nias  v.  The 
Northern  and  Eastern  Railway  Company,  {g)  In  the  last 
case,  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  counsel,  submitted  to 
counsel  after  the  dispute  in  the  cause  had  arisen,  and 
before  proceedings  had  been  commenced,  was  held  pri- 
vileged ;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  there  observed  that, 
^  whether  a  bill  was  or  was  not  actually  filed  at  the  time 
was,  to  his  mind,  a  matter  of  perfect  indifference." 

With  respect  to  the  correspondence  between  the 
Defendant  and  Mr.  Leighj  they  contended,  they  were 
privil^ed  as  having  taken  place  between  the  Defendant 
and  his  legal  adviser,  though  not  as  his  solicitor,  and 
that  it  might  probably  be  for  the  purpose  of  collecting 

evidence 

(a)  6  Mad. 47.  ic)  1  Keen^ZSU  S.  C.  I  Mtfine 

(6)  4  Buu.  191.  4*  Cr.  525. 

(r)  4  Ruu.  193.  (g)  2  Keen,  76.     5  Mylne  4* 

(d)  1  Mtflne  4*  K.  88.  Cr.  55B. 
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18S8.  evidence  which  ought  not  to  be  communicated  to  the 
opposite  party,  lest  the  witnesses  should  be  tampered 
with  and  the  evidence  known  before  publication,  which 
was  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the  Court ;  Curling  v.  Per^ 
ring  (a\  Preston  v.  Carr.  (6) 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  bill,  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the  De- 
fendant, to  have  it  declared,  that  a  security  is  void  or 
satisfied.  The  transaction  was  this :  —  For  the  purpose 
of  raising  money  for  improving  the  rectory  house  of  St. 
Marj/sj  Woolwich^  an  annuity,  on  the  authority  of  an 
act  of  parliament,  was  to  be  granted  to  such  person  as 
would  advance  the  money  requisite  for  that  purpose; 
the  whole  transaction  was  to  be  conducted  with  the 
consent,  and  under  the  control,  of  the  bishop  of  Roches* 
ter.  An  annuity  was  granted  to  a  nominee  of  the 
bishop,  who  advanced  the  money.  During  the  in- 
cumbency then  existing,  the  transaction  was  not  ques* 
tioned ;  but  on  a  new  incumbent  being  appointed,  this 
bill  was  filed  to  impeach  the  transaction.  A  motion  is 
now  made  for  the  production  of  certain  papers  which, 
by  the  answer,  are  admitted  to  be  in  the  possession  of 
the  Defendant. 

As  to  some  of  the  papers  there  is  no  dispute,  viz.,  the 
documents  in  the  first  schedule,  which,  it  is  admitted, 
ought  to  be  produced;  and  there  is  no  doubt  that 
certain  documents  in  the  second  schedule,  viz.,  the  cor- 
respondence of  the  Defendant  and  his  agent  with  his 
counsel  or  solicitor  ought  to  be  protected:  the  dis- 
pute arises  on  other  papers.  The  bishop,  having  pro- 
cured 

(a)  %  Mylne  ^  K.  380.  (Jb)  1  Younge  ^  J.  175. 
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cured  an  annuity  to  be  granted  to  his  nominee^  in        18S8. 
1880  had  a  correspondence  with  his  solicitor,  with 
i^espect  to  the  validity  of  this  transaction,  and  a  case 
vas  submitted  for  the  qpinion  of  counsel;   this  was 
a  considerable  time  before  fiie  Defendant  had  any  legal 
interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  and  no  dispute 
^  then  arisen,  nor  was  any  action  or  suit  then  in 
contemplation;  but  it  appears  that  the  bishop  appre- 
hended that  the  transaction  might  be  impeached,  and 
^^  desirous,  for  his  own  ease  and  satisfaction,  of  knowing 
'^w  fiur  it  was  void ;  he  thought  fit  to  communicate  with 
"^  solicitor,  and  obtain  the  opinion  of  counsel  relative 
hereto.    In  1 82S  the  bishop  transferred  the  annuity  to 
^  Defendant,  who,  from  1823,  was  the  owner  of  this 
•'^tiuity;  and  the  bishop  died  in   1837.     By  means 
^hich  are  not  explained,  this  correspondence  between 
^e  bishop  and  his  solicitor,  and  the  case  which  was 
laid  before  counsel  have  come  into  the  possession  of  the 
pi^^esent  Defendant;  and  it  is  in  respect  of  these  docu- 
^'''^dits  that  one  part  of  the  question  arises.     I  have  no 
wubt  that  I  must  take  the  admission  in  the  answer  to 
^<noQnt  to  this,  that  he  has  them  in  his  own  possession 
or  custody,  or  in  his  power  in  such  a  way,  that  he  can, 
^y  his  own  will,  obtain  possession  of  and  produce  them. 
^  cannot  take  it  otherwise. 

m 

T^e  production  is  resisted  on  the  ground  that  the 
^'^^•'^Oaunications  were  confidential  and  ought  to  be  pro- 
^^^^.  I  am  surprised  at  the  extent  of  the  protection 
^^^  discovery  which  is  sometimes  claimed.  The  general 
^*^  of  the  Court  is,  no  doubt,  that  what  the  Defendant 
*^ows  relating  to  the  matters  in  question,  the  Plaintiff 
^^  a  right  to  know  also,  and  for  this  very  purpose,  to 
P^v^nt  the  Defendant  from  suppressing  within  his  own 
^^ast  the  matters  material  to  the  determination  of  the 
^^Uon  between  the  parties.    A  Defendant  may  resbt 

ajust 


p'  • 


King. 
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1838.       a  just  demandi  knowing,   from  circumstances  sol 

ir^^^^"*^     within  his  own  knowledffe,  such  resistance  on  his  p 

V.  to  be  unjust;  this  would  be  a  fraud,  and  could  oi 

be  prevented  by  a  discovery.     The  Defendant,  on  t 

other  hand,  by  filing  a  cross  bill,  has  a  right  to  kiii 

all  that  the  Plaintiff  knows,  and  may  be  material  I 

his  defence;  this  is  one  of  the  great  distinctions  betwe 

courts  of  equity  and  the  other  courts  in  this  countr 

here  you  can  appeal  to  the  conscience  of  a  par^,  ai 

obtain  information ;  to  extend  the  protection  from  d 

covery,  further  than  is  absolutely  necessary,  would  be 

cripple  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  in  the  mc 

important  particular.     But  there  are  exceptions  to  t 

general  rule,  and  one  is  where  knowledge  of  the  fact  h 

been  communicated  between  the  party  and  his  solicito 

and  it  has  been  argued,  that  in  every  case  in  whi< 

a  solicitor  is  bound  to  conceal  his  knowledge,  the  diei 

himself  ought  to  be  protected  from  making  such  di 

covery.    I  do  not  accede  to  that  proposition.   There  ai 

many  cases  in  which  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  duty  < 

a  solicitor  to  disclose  facts,  of  which,  upon  a  bill  beii 

filed  in  this  Court,  the  client  would  be  bound  to  ma 

a  discovery:  this  shews  that  the  two  propositions  B 

not  co-extensive;  the  solicitor  may  not  be  bound, 

not  permitted,  to  disclose  matters  which  come  to  3 

knowledge  as  a  solicitor,  and  yet  the  client  may 

bound  to  disclose  them.   It  is  decided,  that  if  the  kno^ 

ledge  of  the  client  be  obtained  through  his  solicits 

there  may  be  a  protection ;  but  in  this  case  it  is  appare 

that  the  knowledge  of  the  Defendant  has  not  come 

him  through  his  solicitor.    The  argument  is  singular: 

is  said  the  information  required  to  be  disclosed  was  ol 

tained  from  the  late  bishop,  by  Leigh  in  his  characti 

of  solicitor ;  and  that  it  was  therefore  his  duty  not  f 

communicate  it;  that  it  must  have  been  from  Z^^  tb 

the  Defendant  acquired  the  information;  and  that  it 

Defendai 
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^t^efindant  was  entitled  to  the  same  privilege  as  Leigh^        1838. 

^uid  was  not,  therefore,  bound  to  state  the  information, 

becaase  Leigh  would  not  have  been  at  liberty  to  disclo^ 

^t  as  against  the  late  bishop.    It  is  very  difficult  to  follow 

^is.  The  bishop's  executors,  it  is  true,  are  not  here;  but, 

'  lor  any  thing  that,  appears  to  the  contrary,  the  Defendant 

licis  obtained  the  information  from  the  bishop  himself.   If 

J^^-ngjk  performed  his  duty,  which  I  must  assume  he  did, 

he    would  not  have  delivered  up  the  papers  without  the 

oozisent  of  the  bishop  or  his  executor;  and  as  these 

peepers  do  not  appear  to  have  passed  between  the  De- 

^ddant  and  hb  solicitor,  and  are,  therefore,  not  within 

exception,  they  must  be  produced. 

I  take  it  to  be  clear,  that  the  other  documents  which 
the  subject  of  discussion,  consisting  of  the  corres- 
pondence which  has  taken  place  since  the  dispute 
between  the  Defendant  and  the  solicitor  to  the 
bishop,  but  who  is  not  the  solicitor  to  the  De- 
'^ticSant,  being  merely  his  agent  and  confidential  friend, 
not  protected.  If  these  letters  had  been  written 
Judgh^  for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated,  by 
^ha.^  channel,  to  counsel,  another  question  might  have 
arisen;  —  I  might  have  thought  it  subject  to  a  dif- 
*^^ent  rule ;  but  it  is  not  so ;  they  are  communications 
^^l^ich  have  taken  place  between  the  Defendant  and 
,  not  in  his  character  of  solicitor ;  and  it  cannot 
said,  that  a  mere  friend  is  a  person  so  confidential 
^h&l  a  communication  with  him  is  privileged :  the  cases 
^^  privilege  are  confined  to  solicitors  and  their  clients ; 
stewards,  parents,  medical  attendants,  clergymen 
persons  in  the  most  closely  confidential  relation 
bound  to  disclose  communications  made  to  them. 
"ow  can  it  be  said  that  a  mere  friend  is  not  equally 
^und  ?  There  must  be  a  production  of  the  papers  and 
^^^spondence  which  passed  between  bbhop  and  Leigh 
Vol.  I.  L  in 
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in  the  lifetime  of  the  bishop ;  and  of  those  papers  be- 
tween the  Defendant  and  Leigh^  acting  as  his  agent^  and 
not  as  his  solicitor. 


The  production  of  the  opinion  of  counsel  was  not 
required,  and  all  the  other  papers,  except  the  corres- 
pondence between  the  Defendant  and  his  solicitor,  were 
ordered  to  be  produced. 


1839. 
Jan,  29. 


Lord  SELSEY  v.  Lord  LAKE. 


ha^riTT  IVf  ^^-  -S^^ii^,  being  seised  of  certain  freehold  and 

partial  interest  copyhold  estates,  subject  to  a  mortgage  for  9500/. 

bought  up  vested  in  Sir  John  Mordaunt  and  W.  Hayton^  by  her 
charges  there-  will,  dated  in  1 794,  devised  them  to  Hmrietta  Scare, 
them  trans^      ^^^  '^^^9  ^^th  remainder  to  Jo/in  Peachej/,  in  fee,  in  trust, 

fcrred  to  trus-  jjg  ^q  Q^g  moiety,  to  the  use  of  Atma  Maria  Barker^  for 

tees  for  him ;      ,  .  . 

he  afterwards    life,  with  remainder  to  her  first  and  other  sons,  in  tail, 

lutely^eiTtitled  ^^'^*  remainder  to  her  daughters,  with  remainder  to 
to  the  estate :  Caroline  Lockmaji^  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  first 
the  circum-       ^"^  other  sons,  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  her  daughters, 

stances,  that     ^ith  an  ultimate  limitation  to  John  Goimh.  in  fee.     She 

the  charges  ,  .         .  .     .  , 

had  merged  in  devised  the  other  moiety  in  a  similar  way,  the  limit- 

the  mhent-  ations,  however,  to  Cajvline  Lockman  and  her  children, 
ance.  '  '  ' 

A  testator     preceding  those  to  Henrietta  Seare  and  her  children. 

gave  a  rent 

charge  to 

trustees.  The 

during  the 

life  o? A.  B,  and  her  five  daughters,  in  trust,  to  pay  it  to  A,  B.  for  life,  and  after 

her  death,  upon  **  trust  lor  her  said  daughters,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor,  iinj 

while  more  than  oiic  should  be  living  to  be  divided  between  thera  in  equal  shores.** 

A.  B,  had  five  sons,  and  one  daughter  only  :  Held,  that,  subject  to  the  life  interest 

of  /I.  J?.,  her  only  daughter  was  entitled  to  the  rent  charge  of  200/.  for  life. 
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The  testatrix  died  in  1798,  and,  in  1800,  nnder  the        1839. 

authorities  in  an  enclosure  act,  Henrietta  Seare  mort-    S^^C^"^ 

^  Lord  Seubt 

gaged  several  pieces  of  land,  allotted  to  her  in  respect  v. 

of  the  estate,  for  the  sum  of  1500/.,  which  was  secured    ^^  ^^*** 
by  a  demise  for  a  term  of  1000  years  to  Buntings  in 
trust  for  Edward  Barker. 

In  1802,  Edward  Barker^  the  testator  in  the  cause, 
purchased  tlie  reversion  in  fee  of  C.  «7.  Gougbf  expectant 
upon  the  determination  of  the  several  previous  estates 
Umited  by  the  will  of  the  testatrix,  in  the  freehold  and 
copjfhold  hereditaments,  and  which,  in  May  1802,  was 
duly  conveyed  to  him. 

In  June  1802,  the  mortgage  for  9500/.  was  trans- 
ferred by  Sir  «7.  Mordaunt  and  fF.  Hayton  to  Maberley 
^d  David;  as  to  5500/.,  for  the  benefit  of  Maberley 
^  Daoidy  and  as  to  the  remaining  4000/.,  in  trust  for 
^®  testator  Edward  Barker ;  and,  in  the  same  month, 
^®  mortgage  for  1500/.  was  transferred  to  Maberley 
^  David. 

-**^  November  1807,  the  estate  and  interest  of  Caroline 

^^^man  was  purchased  by  Edward  Barker^  and  by 

J^^eyances  of  that  date,  the  whole  estate  was  conveyed 

^    Caroline  Lockman  and  Edward  Barker  and  Anna 

^^^a  his  wife,  to  John  Peachey,  in  fee,  in  trust  to 

^^re  an   annuity  to  Caroline  Lockman^  and   subject 

^^ipeto,  as  to  one  moiety,  to  Anna  Maria  Barke}\  for 

*^^  with  remainder  to  Edward  Barker^  in  fee,  "subject 

^  tlie  said  mortgage  of  5500/.  and  the  interest  thereof, 

*^  all  other   incumbrances   charged,   due  or  owing 

weteoa;*'  and  as  to  the  other  moiety,  to  the  use  of 

^^rd  Barker^  in  fee,  to  uses  to  bar  dower,  "  but 

s'l^ject  to  the  said  mortgage  of  5500/,  and  the  interest 

L  2  thereof. 
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1839.       thereof,  and  all  other  incumbraDces  charged,  due  and 

r^X^^     owinc  thereon." 
Lord  Selset  ° 

V, 

LordLAEK.  By  an  indenture,  dated  the  26th  of  Marck  1813, 
after  reciting  that  Edward  Barker  had,  previously  to 
the  execution  thereof,  paid  to  Maberley  and  David  the 
said  sum  of  5500/.,  and  that  the  said  Edward  Barker 
had  required  them  to  assign  the  aforesaid  manor,  &c«, 
comprised  in  the  said  term  of  2000  years,  unto  Bobert 
Langfordf  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned,  it  was 
witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of  5500/.  so  paid  by 
the  said  Edward  Barker  to  Maberley  and  David,  they 
assigned  the  property,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  the 
term  of  2000  years,  to  Bobert  Langford^  to  hold  the 
same  for  the  remainder  of  the  said  term  of  2000  years, 
in  trust,  as  Edward  Barker^  his  heirs  and  assigns  should 
from  time  to  time  direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default 
thereof,  in  trust,  to  attend  the  inheritance :  ^*  and  sub- 
ject and  without  prejudice  to  the  contingent  rights  and 
interests  of  the  issue  (if  any)  of  the  said  Caroline  Lock^ 
man  and  Antia  Maria  Barker  respectively,  who  should 
or  might  become  entitled,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the 
said  recited  will  of  the  said  Mary  Seare,  but  so  that, 
as  against  such  issue,  the  said  Edward  Barkery  his 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  should  or  might, 
in  that  case,  have  and  be  entitled  to  a  charge  or  lien  in 
respect  of  the  said  sums  of  5500/.  and  4000/.  respect- 
ively, so  paid  by  him  as  thereinbefore  mentioned ;  and 
also  subject  and  without  prejudice,  as  to  one  moiety 
of  the  said  manor  and  other  hereditaments,  to  the  life- 
interest  of  the  said  Anna  Maria  Barker  therein ;  and 
Maberley  and  David  covenanted  to  surrender  part  of 
the  property  (being  copyhold),  subject  to  the  con- 
tingent rights  of  the  issue  (if  any)  of  Caroline  Lockma$iy 
and  Anna  Maria  Barker^  "  but  so  that,  as  against  such 
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LordSsuiT 


^s^Qe^  the  said  Edward  Barker  should  have  or  be  en-        1889. 

to  a  charge  or  lien  in  respect  of  the  said  sums  of 

OCML  and  400(tf."  so  paid  by  him.  '^''^  pi 

Lord  Lake, 

On  the  26th  oi  March  1818,  the  term  of  1000  years 
ated  to  secure  the  1500/.  was,  in  consideration  of 
00/.  to  Maberley  and  David  paid  by  Edward  Barker^ 
igned  to  a  trustee,  in  trust,  as  Edward  Barker  should 
point,  and  in  default,  to  attend  the  inheritance,  subject 
the  contingent  rights  and  interests  of  the  issue  (if 
y)   of  the  said  Caroline  Lockman^  and  Anna  Maria 
wker  respectively,  who  should  or  might  become  en- 
led,  under  the  will  of  the  said  Mary  Seare^  so  that, 
against  such  issue,  the  said   Edward  Barker^  his 
ecutorsy  administrators  and  assigns  might  be  entitled 
lien  in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of  1500/.;  also 
l^ecty  as  to  one  moiety  of  the  said  hereditaments, 
the  life-interests  of  the  said  Anna  Maria  Barker 


Jienrietta  Scare  died  in  1807»  and  Caroline  Lockman 
m^June  1820,  without  having  had  any  issue;  and 
^*^  €)ctober  1825,  Anna  Maria  Barker  also  died,  without 
nci'ving  had  any  issue. 

In  May  1826,  Edward  Barker  made  his  will,  and  he 

^^ereby  devised  his  estates  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  settle 

the  same  (subject  to  certain  annuities),  so  as  to  be  at- 

t^died  to  the  dignity  of  Viscount  Lake,  to  the  intent  that, 

^o  far  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  would  admit,  the 

penon  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  dignity,  might 

^  entitled  to  the  estates.    No  mention  was  made  in  the 

testator's  will  of  the  charges  he  had  paid  off. 

^e  testator  died  in  1885. 

L  3  The 
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1839.  The  question  was»  whether  the  two  charges  of  9500/. 

J^^T^T^^     ^^^  1500/,  had  roerged  in  the  testator's  real  estate,  or 

«.  subsisted  as  part  of  hb  personal  estate. 

LordLAu. 

Mr.  James  Russell^  for  the  Phiintiff,  the  surviving 
tnistee. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Neate^  for  the  devisees  of 
the  real  estate,  contended  that  the  charges  were  merged, 
and  relied  on  Astley  v.  Milles  (a),  Tyler  v.  Lake,  (i) 

Mr.  Blenman  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Pembcrton)^ 
contrdy  for  the  Defendants  CartwrigJU  and  Wright^  who 
represented  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  Maclean^  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  is,  whether  it  is  to  be  collected  from 
the  circumstances  of  these  transactions,  that  Mr.  Barker 
intended  that  these  charges  should  continue  to  be  sub- 
sisting charges  against  his  heir  and  devisees,  in  favour 
of  his  legal  personal  representatives. 

[His  Lordship  fully  stated  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  the  several  deeds,  and  proceeded.] 

Having  executed  the  deed  of  1813,  the  testator  would 
liave  been  very  liiuch  surprised,  if  he  had  been  told  that 
the  charges  were  to  be  subsisting  as  against  his  heir : 
by  his  will  he  annexed  the  estate  to  the  title  of  honor, 
without  any  intimation  of  intention  to  merge  the  charges  ; 
but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  under  these  circumstances,  the 
charges  are  to  be  considered  as  not  existing* 


Another 

(a)  I  Simons^  298.  {b)  4  Sim,  559. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  151 

Another  question  arose  in  this  case  on  the  will  of  the        18S9. 

testator;  the  first  trusts  on  which  he  devised  his  estates    t^*X^"^*^ 

Lord  Selsey 
were,  during  the  life  of  his  niece,  Lady  Borough^  to  v. 

pay  her  an  annuity  of  '200/.  a  year,  for  her  separate    ^^"^^  ^^"• 

use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  and  a  like  annuity 

to  Airs.  Brooks ;  and  he  proceeded  in   the  following 

terms:  ^^and  to  the  intent,  that  the  same  trustees,  their 

executors,  administrators  and  assigns  shall,  during  the 

life  of  my  niece  Elizabeth^  wife  of  Colonel  Sir  John 

Harvei/f  and  the  lives  and  life  of  her^fice  daughtersy  and 

^e  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  receive  out  of  the 

^^ts  and  profits  of  the  same  estates,  a  like  annuity  of 

^OLf  and  stand  possessed  of  the  same,  upon  the  like 

^''Usts,  for  my  said  niece  Elizabeth  Harvey,  during  her 

'^  as  are  herein-before  mentioned  respecting  the  an- 

''uities  raisable  for  my  said  nieces,  Anna  Maria  Borough 

^'^d  Annabella  Brooks;  and  after  her  death,  upon  the 

^^^^  trusts,  for  her  said  daughters  and  the  survivors  and 

^<"  wor,  and,  while  more  than  one  shall  be  living,  to 

^   divided  between  them  in  equal  shares." 

Jt  appeared,  upon  enquiry  before  the  Master,  that,  at 
^'^^^^  date  of  the  will,  and  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
ly  Harvey  had  Jive  sons  and  only  one  daughter. 

^n  this  point  Harrison  v.  Harrison  (a),   Gai-vey  v. 
^bbert  (6),  Tomkins  v.  Tomkins  (c)  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  daughter  of 
Harvey  alone  would  be  entitled  to  the  annuity  for 
*^^^,  on  the  death  of  her  mother. 

(fl)  1  Ruis.  4r  M.  72.  (6)  19  Vet,  185. 

(c)  19  Fes.  126. 


2/4 
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Kov.  8,  z.  PYKE  V.  NORTHWOOD. 

A  yearly  te-  ^|iHE  Defendant  in  this  case  entered  into  an  agree- 
the  option  of  ment  with  the  Plaintiff  for  letting  to  him  a  house 

purchasingthc  and  premises  for  two  years,  with  an  option  of  pur- 
property,  filed  ...  . , .  ,  .  ,  rm  -Tki  .  .r>»  1 
his  bill  against  chasmg  it  withm  that  period.      1  ne  Plaintiff  entered 

the  landlord,     jj^j.^  possession,  and  some  time  after  the  two  years  had 

for  a  specific  .  . 

performance     expired,  he  filed  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of 

for  snle^^the  ^^  agreement  for  purchasing.  The  Defendant  insisted, 
landlord  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  availed  himself  of  the  option 

JSr      within  the  time  limited,  and  that  the  contract  had  been 

eject  the  abandoned,  and  he  &:ave  the  Plaintiff  notice  to  quit,  and 

Plaintiff;  the  '  .         ^   .  .        i  . 

latter  applied    commenced  an  action  of  ejectment  agamst  him  to  recover 

[LTorSn  possession  of  the  premises, 
him ;  but  the 

clined  grant-         ^^'  P^^^^^  ^^^  Mr.  Bilton  now  moved  for  an 

ing  it,  except  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant  from  proceedini;  in 
on  the  terms       ,  .         ^    .  ,  ^  .  » 

of  the  Plaintiff*  the  action  of  ejectment,  and  from  commencing  any  other 

undertaking      action  at  law, 
to  continue  to 
pay  the  rent, 

Jdfce?^  P'"^         Mr.  Chandless,  cmtrd. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered,  from  the  sub- 
sequent conduct  of  the  parties,  that  a  contract  for  pur- 
chase still  existed ;  but  he  said,  that  he  would  not  grant 
the  injunction,  except  on  the  terms  of  the  Plaintifi 
undertaking  to  continue  to  pay  the  rent  without  preju- 
dice to  any  question  in  the  cause. 


It  was  subsequently  agreed  that,  in  lieu  of  the  under- 
taking, the  Plaintiff  should  pay  the  purchase-money  into 
court 
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RICHARDSON  v.  The  Bank  of  ENGLAND.  yov.  2. 

XN  ibis  case,  upon  the  motion  of  the  Plaintiffs,  an  Onanapplica- 

"■"  order  was  made,  at  the  Rolls,  that  the  Defendant,  ^^^  to"the 

Mr.  TTtomaSj  should  pay  into  court  the  sum  of  21,591/. ;  Court  below 

the  Defendant  appealed  from  the  order,  and  gave  no-  execution  of 

tioe  of  motion  of  an  application  to  this  Court,  to  suspend  ^^  ^^^ 

,  ,  peDQing  an 

the  order  for  payment  until  the  appeal  had  been  decided :  appeal,  the 
the  motion  stood  over,  and  came  on  after  the  Lord  pa^'y  app'y»ng 

'  pays  the  costs; 

Chancellor  had  reversed  the  order  for  payment,  and  the  but  where,  be- 
question  now  rabed  was,  who  should  pay  the  costs  of  ^?^®  to^gtov" 

the  motion.  proceedings 

has  been  de- 
cided, the 

It  was  said,  that  where  a  party  applied,  out  of  the  C^""^'  ^^^^ 
common  course,  for  an  indulgence,  it  was  only  granted  order  below : 
him  on  payment  of  the  costs.  SAV*"^ 

motion  ought 

Mr.  Tintuy,  for  the  Plaintiflfe,  Mr.  Pemberion,  corUrd.  ]^^^^^ '" 

7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  ordinary  cases,  the  party  applying  to  stay  the  exe-  ' 
cution  of  an  order  pays  the  costs  of  the  application,  on 
the  assumption  of  the  ti6rrectness  of  the  order  appealed 
from ;  but  here,  the  order  having  been  reversed  before 
the  motion  was  heard,  no  such  presumption  exists,  and 
the  costs  ought,  therefore,  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 
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Nov.  i->,  15.  SCOTT  V.  The  Earl  of  SCARBOROUGH. 

Dec.  20. 

A  testator         rilHE  question  in  this  cause  arose  upon  the  const ruo- 

gave  real  and       I 

personal  estate  tion  of  the  will  of  Sir  George  Chad. 

to  trustees,  to.  jjg  ^^g  entitled  to  certain  estates  called  the  Thursford 
accumulate  ^  ^    ,  *^ 

the  rents,  &c    and  Pinckney  estates,  which  were  limited  to  the  use  of 

vean^^ier  his  ^'^^elf,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  eldest 
decease ;  and,  son,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  issue  male 
payments,  to     ®f  ^^^  eldest  son,  with  other  remainders  over,  the  ultN 

stand  pos-        mate  limitation  beins:  to  his  own  richt  heirs.     The 

sessed  of  the  ^  ,  ^ 

accumulated     Pinckney  estate  was  subject  to  a  term  of  600  years,  for 

fund,  in  trust  securing  a  sum  of  15,645/.,  charged  thereon  for  the 
every  the  benefit  of  the  testator  himself;  and^was  also  subject  to 

children  of  liis  ^^^^  limitations,  preceding  the  last,  to  which  the  Thurs' 

children  A.^  ford  estate  was  not  subject 

B.  and  C.  "^  ^ 

**  now  bom 

or  who  shall         The  testator  was  also  entitled  to  certain  real  estates, 

born!durin«     situate  at  Thursford  and  elsewhere,  which   were  not 

the  lifetime  of  settled. 

their  respec-  ^p, 

tive  parents,*'  ^  "® 

as  should 

attain  twenty-one  or  marry  with  consent,  and  whether  bom  or  unborn  when  any 

other  of  them  attain  the  age  or  time  aforesaid,  and  their  respective  executors, 

administrators  and  assigns." 

At  the  expiration  of  the  twenty  years  there  were  sel'eral  children  of  B.  who  had 
attained  twenty-one ;  but  A.  and  B.  were  still  living :  Held,  that  the  grandchildren 
had  vested  interests  in  the  fund,  subject  to  be  divested  or  diminished  in  the  event 
of  there  being  other  children  of  A.  or  B,  who  should  attain  twenty-one  or  marry. 

Held  also,  that,  in  the  meantime,  the  grandchildren  who  had  attained  vested 
interests  were  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  accumulated  fund. 

A  testator  being  entitled  to  a  sum  of  15,000/.  raisable  out  of  an  estate,  be- 
queathed the  same  to  trustees,  on  trust,  during  twenty  years,  to  invest  the  interest 
and  accumulate  the  same  by  way  of  compound  interest ;  and,  subject  to  certain 
payments,  he  gave  "  the  15,000/.  and  the  interest  and  accumulations  of  the  same," 
for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  A.  B,^  and,  after  the  end  of  twenty  years,  he  di- 
rected "  the  principal  of  the  said  sum  of  15,000/."  to  merge  in  the  estate.  In  other 
parts  of  the  will  the  testator  had  referred  to  the  fund  given  to  the  children  of  A.  B*^ 
as  "the  interest  of  the  said  sum  of  15,000/.,  and  as  '*  the  sum  of  15,000/."  :  Held, 
that  the  children  of  A,  B,  were  entitled  to  the  accumulated  interest  only,  and  not 
to  the  capital  sum  of  15,000/. 
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\e  testator  at  the  date  of  his  will  and  at  the  time  of        18S8. 

his  death  had  four  children — the  Defendants  Sir  Charles     ^T^*^*^ 

Scott 

Cfrndi  George  WiUiam  Chad  and  Mrs.  Thomlimon^  and  «. 

Cecilia  BachelChad  (now  deceased).  sJaewwuoh 

Sir  Charles  Chad  was  married  and  had  one  child  only, 
the  Cefendanti  Edward  Henry  Chad. 

Mrs.  Thomlinson  (who  had  married  in  the  year  1803) 
bad  seven  children,  all  of  them  daughters. 

The  testator,  by  his  will,  made  provision  for  his 
grandchildren  (the  younger  children  of  his  children) 
bom  and  to  be  bom,  by  means  of  the  rents  of  a  portion 
of  his  unsettled  estates  and  the  charge  of  15,645/.  on 
tbe  Pinekney  estate,  in  a  way  which  occasioned  the  ques- 
tions arising  in  this  cause. 

The  will  was  dated  the  5th  day  o(  June  1814,  and 
^reby,  after  reciting  the  limitations  of  the  settled 
^tes  and  the  charge  on  the  Pinekney  estate,  part 
Aereof,  of  the  sum  of  15,645&,  and  after  disposing  of 
^  ultimate  remainder  of  the  settled  estates,  which  was 
nested  in  his  own  right  heirs,  he  devised  certain  parts  of 
^  nniettled  estates  to  his  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to 
^e  use  of  them,  their  executors,  administrators  and 
^igni,  for  the  term  of  300  years,  on  trust  that  the 
t^Qitees  should,  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  estates  or 
^7  part  thereof,  or  by  with  and  out  of  the  yearly  rents 
^  profits  of  the  same  in  the  meantime,  levy  such  sums 
*ibit  personal  estate,  not  specifically  disposed  of,  should 
^  inanfficient  to  pay  off  his  funeral  expenses,  debts  and 
^^pciea,  and  should  apply  the  money  so  to  be  levied  in 
^0  discharge  of  the  said  funeral  expenses,  debts  and 
^^S^ciea;  and,  subject  thereto,  should  receive  all  the  rents, 
^'^^  and  profits  which,  during  the  term  of  twenty 

years 


156  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1838.       years  next  after  his  deaths  should  become  due^  and  in- 

^^^^"'^     vest  the  same  in  their  names  in  the  public  funds,  or  on 

V.  real  securities ;  and  invest  the  same  in  such  manner  that 

J«.?±L  «"  the  rents,  funds  and  securities,  and  the  resulting  Iq- 

come  thereof  might,  during  the  whole  term  of  twenty 
years,  accumulate  in  the  nature  of  compound  interest: 
and  should  stand  possessed  of  such  rents,  funds  and 
securities,  on  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  discharge  the 
monies  which,  under  the  trusts  aforesaid,  should  have 
been  raised  for  payment  of  his  funeral  expenses,  debts 
and  legacies,  to  the  intent  that  the  estates  might  be 
wholly  exonerated  therefrom.  And,  in  the  next  place^ 
on  trust,  that  the  trustees  should,  out  of  the  said  rents, 
funds,  securities  and  accumulations,  levy  600021,  and  in- 
vest the  same  in  the  public  funds  or  real  securities,  and 
stand  possessed  thereof,  in  trust  for  all  the  children  of 
Charles  Chad  who  should  be  bom  in  his  lifetime  or  in  due 
time  after  his  decease,  who,  being  sons,  (but  not  an  eldest 
or  only  son  for  the  time  being)  should  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  or,  being  daughters,  should  attain  that 
age  or  marry,  in  equal  shares.  But  if  there  should  be 
no  such  child,  the  trustees  were,  out  of  the  accumulated 
fund,  to  raise  and  cause  to  be  paid  to  Charles  Chad  the 
sum  of  2000/.  for  his  own  use  and  benefit.  *  And,  after 
raising  the  sum  of  6000/.  or  2000/.,  as  the  event  might 
be,  the  trustees  were  to  stand  possessed  of  so  much  of 
the  accumulated  fund  as  should  remain,  ^<  in  trust  for 
all  and  every  the  children  and  child  of  the  said  George 
William  Chad^  Frances  Mary  Thomlinson  and  Cecilia 
Rachel  Chad^  now  bom,  or  who  shall  hereafter  be  bom 
during  the  lifetime  of  their  respective  parents,  or  as  to 
the  said  George  William  Chad,  in  due  time  after  his 
decease,  and  who,  being  a  son  or  sons,  but  not  being  an 
eldest  or  only  son  for  the  time  being,  of  either  of  my 
said  sons,  or  of  the  said  Frances  Mary  Thomlinson^ 
shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  who,  being 

a  daughter 
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a  daughter  or  daughters,  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty*-        1838. 

one  years,  or  marry  with  consent ;  and  whether  bom  or     ^^^S^"^ 

whom  when  any  other  of  them  attain  the  age  or  time  v. 

(^iresaidj  and  their  respective  executors,  administrators  gcARBoaoucH  . 

or  assigns,  to  be  divided  between  or  among  ^'  the  said 

children,  if  more  than  one,  in  equal  shares,  by  the 

head  and  not  by  the  stock ;  and  if  there  shall  be  but 

one  such  child,  the  whole  to  be  in  trust  for  that  one, 

his  or  her    executors,   administrators    and   assigns." 

And  if  there  should  be  no  such  child,  he  directed  the 

trustees  to  convert  the  accumulated  fund  into  money, 

and  invest  the  money  to  arise  from  it,  in  the  purchase 

of  real  estates,  to  be  conveyed  to  the  same  uses  and 

upon  the  same  trusts  as  hb  settled  Thurs/brd  estates 

were  subject.    And  his  will  was,  that,  notwithstanding 

the  protraction  of  the  accumulation  before  directed  to  be 

made,  the  share  or  respective  shares  of  each  of  his  said 

grandsons  who  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 

and  the  share  or  respective  shares  of  each  of  his  grand- 

daoghters  who  should  attain  that  age,  or  marry  with 

consent,  of  or  in  the  said  ultimate  surplus  or  residue, 

>nd  who  would  then  have  been  entitled  to  the  same,  if 

the  said  period  of  twenty  years  had  expired  by  effluxion 

<^time,  should  be  an  interest  vested,  or  interests  vested 

^  them  respectively,  and  be  paid,  transferred  and  as- 

^ed  to  them  and  to  their  respective  executors  and 

administrators  accordingly. 

And  there  was  a  proviso,  that  the  term  of  300  years 
"^d  cease  when  the  trusts  thereof  were  performed  ; 
^  after  the  determination  of  the  term,  the  estates 
^^'^rein  comprised  were  devised  to  the  same  uses  as  the 
^^^ord  estate. 

And  then,  after  devising  certain  advowsons,  and 
ginng  the  manor  of  Bagthorpe  and  other  estates  to  his 

son 
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18S8.        son  George  William^  with  remainder  to  his  issue^  and 

Scott        ^^^^^"8  remainders  over,  and  giving  power  of  selling, 

o.  leasini;  and  exchanffincr  his  devised   estates,   makinir 

ScAuoaouGM.  provision  for  his  daughter  Cecilia  Bachel  and  giving 

several  legacies,  he  bequeathed  to  his  trustees  the  sum 
of  ]5,64<5/.,  secured  to  him  on  the  Pinchuy  estate 
under  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  600  years,  upon  trust  to 
apply  the  same,  or  a  competent  part  thereof,  on  or 
towards  the  making  good  the  deficiency  (if  any)  of  his 
personal  estate,  in  the  discharge  of  his  funeral  ex- 
penses, debts  and  legacies ;  and  subject  thereto,  upon 
trust,  that  tlie  trustees  should,  during  the  term  of  twenty 
years  next  after  his  death,  receive  the  interest  and 
annual  produce  of  the  said  sum  of  1  S^S^SLf  and  invest 
such  interest  and  annual  produce  in  the  public  funds,  or 
on  real  securities,  and  repeat  such  receipts  and  invest- 
ments, so  that  the  said  residue  and  the  interest  thereof 
and  the  resulting  income  and  produce  of  the  same 
might,  during  the  said  term  of  twenty  years,  accumulate 
in  the  nature  of  compound  interest. 

And  at  the  end  of  the  said  period  of  twenty  years,  he 
directed,  that  the  trustees  should  stand  possessed  and 
interested  in  the  interest  of  the  said  stmt  of  15,645/.,  or 
so  much  thereof  as  should  remain  after  answering  such 
trusts  and  purposes  aforesaid,  and  the  stocks  and  accu- 
mulations of  the  same,  on  trust  to  pay  and  make  good 
to  his  son,  Charles  Chadj  the  sum  of  6000/.,  or  2000/., 
which,  as  the  event  might  be,  might  be  raisable  from 
the  accumulations  before  directed  to  be  made  under  the 
trusts  of  the  term  of  300  years.  And  he  directed  that 
the  trusts  declared  of  the  term  of  300  years,  and  the 
accumulations  to  be  made  under  the  same,  and  the 
trusts  declared  of  the  stim  of  1 5,64<5/.,  and  the  interest 
and  accumulations  to  be  made  of  the  same,  should 
constitute  pne  aggregate  fund,  for  the  payment  of  the 

aforesaid 


The  Earl  of 

SCABBORODGH. 
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aforesaid  sums  of  money^  and  be  resorted  to  co^ordi-        18SS. 
natriy,  and  without  any  priority  or  posteriority  between      ^^^^^"^^ 
mem,  for  the  answering  the  purposes  aforesaid;  and    _     v. 
t^^ot,  subject  thereto,  the  said  15^645/.  atid  the  interest 
tA^reqf  and  the  accumtdations  of  the  same^  or  so  much 
tbereof  as  should  remain  after  answering  the  trusts  and 
piAiposes  aforesaid,  should  be  in  trust  for  all  and  every 
the  children  and  child  of  his  son  George  William  Chad 
and  his  daughters  Frafices  Mary  Thondinson  and  Cecilia 
"Etachd  Chadf  now  born  or  who  should  thereafter   be 
bom  in  the  lifetime  of  their  respective  parents,  and  wbo^ 
being  a  son  or  sons,  but  not  being  an  eldest  or  only  son 
far  the  time  being,  of  either  of  his  said  sons,  or  of  the  said 
Frances  Mary  Thondinson^  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  or  who,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  should 
attain  that  age  or  marry  with  such  consent  as  aforesaid, 
and  whether  born  or  unborn  when  any  other  of  them 
ittamed  the  age  or  time  aforesaid,  and  their  respective 
oecQtors,  administrators  and  assigns,   to  be  divided 
Ixtween  or  among  such  daughters  (if  more  than  one)  in 
equal  shares,  by  the  head,  and  not  by  the  stock :  and  if 
tWe  shall  be  but  one  such  child,  the  whole  of  the 
sune  to  be  in  trust  for  that  one  child,  his  or  her  exe- 
^ton,  administrators  or  assigns.     And  then,  he  pro* 
^e^,  and  if  there  should  be  no  such  child,  in  trust 
"*  the  person  or  persons  who,  at  the  end  of  the  period 
^  twenty  years,  would,  if  he  had  died  intestate,  have 
°^  his  next  of  kin  under  the  Statute  of  Distribution. 

And  his  will  was,  that,  notwithstanding  the  protraction 
^ronbebre  directed  to  be  made,  the  share  or  respec- 
tiTie  shares  in  9uch  interest  and  accumulations  of  each 
of  his  grandsons  who  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
y^n,  and  the  shares  or  respective  shares  in  such  in- 
tcnst  and  accumulations  of  each  of  his  grandaughters 
vho  should  attain  that  age,  or  marry  with  consent,  and 

who 
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who  would  then  have  been  entitled  to  the  same,  if  the 
said  period  of  twenty  years  had  expired  by  effluxion  of 
V.  time,  should  be  an  interest  vested,  or  interests  vested  in 

ScARjoBocxou.  ^^^^  respectively,  and  be  transmissible  to  their  respective 

personal  representatives. 

And  he  proceeded,  ^^  my  will  further  is,  that,  at  the 
end  of  the  said  period  of  twenty  years^  the  principal  of 
the  said  sum  of  15,645/.,  or  so  much  of  the  same  as  shall 
then  be  a  subsisting  charge  on  the  said  estates  comprised 
in  the  said  term  of  600  years,  shall  sink  into  and  be  con- 
solidated with  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of  the  said 
estates,  and  the  then  residue  of  the  said  term  of  600 
years  shall  be  so  assigned  and  disposed  of,  as  to  merge 
in  the  inheritance  of  the  same." 

It  should  be  observed  that,  in  the  former  part  of  the 
will,  the  testator,  in  disposing  of  his  settled  estates,  sub- 
ject to  the  uses  before  the  limitation  to  his  own  right 
heirs,  made  one  disposition  of  the  Thursford  estate  and 
the  other  parts  of  the  settled  estates  which  were  not 
subject  to  the  charge  of  15,645/.,  and  another  disposi- 
tion of  the  Pinckney  estate  which  was  subject  to  the 
charge ;  and  that  he  devised  the  Pinckney  estate  to  the 
trustees,  for  the  term  of  2000  years ;  and,  after  reciting 
that  he  had  laid  out  thereon  a  sum  of  2600/.  and  an- 
other sum  of  1255/.,  he  declared  the  trusts  of  the  term 
of  2000  years  to  be,  that  the  trustees  (after  failure  of 
issue  of  his  body  entitled  to  the  estates  under  the  limit- 
ations in  the  settlement  of  his  will  in  favour  of  his  sons 
and  their  issue  male  and  female)  should,  by  sale  or 
mortgage  of  the  same  estates,  raise  the  sum  of  15,645/., 
then  a  charge  thereon  under  the  trusts  of  the  term  of 
600  years,  and  also  the  said  sums  of  2600/.  and  1 255^9 
amounting  together  to  the  sum  of  19,500/.,  which  was 
to  be  invested  in  land,  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses  as 

the 
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the    Thunford  estate:  and,  after  the  trusts  declared  of        1838. 
the  oharge  of  15,64<5/.,  the  will  contained  a  proviso,  that      ^^^^^ 
notliiDg  therein  expressed  or  contained  should  in  any-  v. 

vise    revoke,  alter  or  vary  the  trusts  for  raising  the  Scamorodoh. 

sum  of  15,645/.  under  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  2000 

^ears. 

By  a  codicil,  dated  the  6th  of  June  18 1*,  (being  the 
day  after  the  date  of  his  will,)  the  testator,  after  reciting 
that,  under  the  trusts  of  his  will,  the  trusts  of  the  term 
of  800  years,  and  the  15,645/.  were  to  come  in  aid  of  his 
personal  estate  not  specifically  bequeathed  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts  and  legacies,  directed  his  executors  to 
apply  his  personal  estate,  not  specifically  bequeathed, 
towards  payment  of  his  funeral  expenses,  debts  and 
legacies;  and  confirmed  the  trusts  declared  in  his  will 
of  the  term  of  300  years  and  of  the  15,645/.,  but  de- 
clared, that  among  the  legacies  so  provided  for,  he  did 
'wtmclude  certain  annuities,  or  two  legacies  of  1000/. 
^•ch,  given  to  his  daughters,  or  the  sum  of  19,500/., 
directed  to  be  raised  out  of  part  of  his  estates  in  the 
^nt  therein  referred  to,  and  that  his  personal  estate 
vas  to  be  wholly  exempted  therefrom. 

The  testator  died  on  the  24th  November  1815,  and, 
consequently,  the  term  of  twenty  years  from  his  death 
cj^iired  in  November  1835.  Before  the  expiration  of 
we  term,  and  in  the  month  of  Ju7ie  1828,  the  daughter 
Caci/ja  Rachel  Chad  died  without  having  been  married ; 
"^  eldest  son  and  heir,  Sir  Charles  Chad^  had  had  no 
^M,  except  his  son,  the  Defendant  Edward  Henty 
^^;  the  youngest  son,  George  William  Chad,  had  not 
^•'ried ;  one  of  the  daughters  of  Mrs.  Thomliiison  died, 
■^  the  age  of  about  five  years,  in  the  year  1818;  and  a 
*^j^ho  was  bom  in  the  year  1816,  died  soon  after  his 
™ii\  so  that  the  only  grandchildren  of  the  testator, 

Vou  L  M  living 
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1838.        living  at  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  twenty  years, 

^^^^^      were  the  son  of  Sir  Charles  Chad  and  the  six  daughters 

«•  of  Mrs.  ThomlinsoTu  who  had  all  of  them  attained  the 

The  Earl  of  - , 

ScABBOBouoH.  »g^  ^*  twcnty-one  years. 

The  personal  estate  not  specifically  bequeathed  being 
insufficient  for  payment  of  the  testator's  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses  and  his  debts  and  legacies  other 
than  those  excepted,  by  the  sum  of  34<96/.  Os.  Sd.,  that 
sum  was  raised  or  made  up,  to  the  whole  amount 
thereof,  out  of  the  rents  of  the  estates  comprised  in  the 
term  of  300  years,  and  the  interest  of  the  charge  or 
sum  of  15,645/.  and  the  accumulations  thereof;  and  the 
remainder  of  such  rents  and  interest  were  invested  and 
accumulated  under  the  trusts  of  the  will. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  six  daughters  of  Mrs. 
Thotnlhison  ;  and  the  accounts  and  inquiries  directed  by 
the  decree  in  Jidj/  1837  having  been  completed,  tlie 
cause  came  before  the  Court  on  further  directions,  the 
material  point  in  the  cause  being,  whether  the  trust 
fund,  directed  by  the  testator's  will  to  be  accumulated 
during  the  term  of  twenty  years  next  after  his  decease, 
became  divisible  on  the  expiration  of  that  term  amongst 
the  parties  then  presumptively  entitled,  (who  were.tiie 
Plaintiffs,)  the  six  daughters  of  the  testator's  daughter 
Mrs.  Thomlinson;  or,  whether  the  period  of  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  fund  was  to  be  postponed  until  after  the 
death  of  all  the  testator's  children.  Sir  Charles  Chadj 
George  William  Chad  and  Mrs.  Thomlinson  ;  and  if  so, 
in  what  manner  the  interest  of  the  accumulated  fund 
was  to  be  disposed  of,  in  the  interval  between  the  ex- 
piration of  twenty  years  and  the  deaths  of  the  testator^s 
children. 

Mr.  Pcmhcrfon  and  Mr.  JVillcoclr,  for  tlie  Plaintiflfb. 

Mr. 
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Mr,  Tiuney  and   Mr.  Eoupelly  for  Maty  Scott  and        18S8. 

Frances  Cattlei/y  Defendants  in  the  same  interest        g^J^^ 
the  Plaintiffi.  v. 

The  Earl  of 

J^r,  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Sidebottom^  for  trustees. 

IStfr.  Temple  and  Mr.  James  Campbell^  for  Sir  Charles 
d. 


!IM[r.  Puller^  for  the  testator's  next  of  kin. 

Xn  this  state  of  things  it  was  contended  by  the  Plain- 
tifl&3  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will, 
the  sum  of  } 5,64*5/.  formed  part  of  the  sum  to  be  di- 
vided amongst  the  grandchildren,  and  ought  to  be  raised 
for  that  purpose ;  or,  if  not  the  whole,  at  least  that  the 
sum  of  3496/.  Os.  6d.  ought  to  be  so  raised  to  recoup 
to  the  trpst  fund  the  amount  which  had  been  taken 
from  it  to  supply  the  deficiency  of  the  personal  estate 
not  specifically  bequeathed.     It  was  further  contended 
for  the  Piaintifis,  that  the  fund  became  divisible  at  the 
^  of  twenty  years  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  and, 
therefore,  that  2000/.  ought  now  to   be  paid  to  Sir 
*  Ckartes  dadt  and  that  the  remainder  ought  now  to  be 
^vided  equally  amon^  the  six  daughters  of  Mrs.  T^om- 
^^i9on;  or,  if  the  fund  was  not  actually  divisible  at  the 
^d  of  twenty  years,  yet  that,  at  all  events,  the  shares 
w  all  the  objects  then  living,  and  who  had  attained 
^enty-one  years  of  age,  became  vested  interests ;  and 
"Wit,  although  the  interests  might  become  partially  di- 
gested by  the  coming  into   esse  of  other  objects,  the 
^^me  was,  in  the  meantime,  divisible  among  the  olyects 
^^  existmg. 

On  the  other  band  it  was  contended,  on  the  behalf  of 
Sir  Charles  Chadj  that  neither  the  sum  of  1 5,64f5/.,  nor 

M  2  the 
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18 38.        the  sum  of  3495/.  Os.  6d.  as  part  of  it,  was  subject  to 

Scott        ^^®  trust;  that  the  term  of  300  years  and  the  sum  of 

«.  15,645/.  were  indeed  made  subject  to  the  deficiency  of 

ScABBOBouGH.  ^^®  pcrsonal  estate  not  specifically  bequeathed,  but  that, 

if  they  had  been  resorted  to  for  that  purpose,  they 
ought  to  have  been  exonerated  by  rent  and  interest 
subsequently  received;  and  consequently,  that  pay- 
ment out  of  the  rent  and  interest  was  proper,  and  the 
whole  of  the  sum  of  15,645/.  ought  now  to  sink  into  the 
estate.  And  it  was  contended  for  Sir  Charles  Chad  and 
Mr.  George  William  Chad^  that  the  trust  fund  was  meant 
for  the  benefit  of  all  their  younger  children  to  be  born 
in  the  lifetime  of  their  parents,  or  in  due  time  after- 
wards ;  and  consequently,  that  persons  entitled  to  shares 
of  the  trust  fund  might  yet  be  born  :  and  they  insisted, 
that  the  whole  fund  ought  to  be  reserved,  and  in  par- 
ticular Sir  Charles  Chad  insisted,  that  6000/.  ought  to 
be  reserved  for  such  younger  children  as  he  might  him- 
self have. 

Ayton  V.  Aylon  (a).  Mills  v.  Norris  (6),  Paul  v.  Contp'- 
ton  (c),  Whitbread  v.  Lord  St.  John  {(/),  Gilbert  v.  Boor-' 
man{e)y  Defflis  v.  Goldschviidt  {g\  Mogg  v.  Mogg^A)^ 
Sprackling  v.  IHanier  (/),  Siorrs  v.  Benbow  (i),  Prescott 
V.  Long  (/),  Shepherd  v,  Ingram  {m\  Dyer  v.  Dyer  (»), 
Gilmore  v.  Severn  (o).  Balm  v.  Balm  (;?),  Kevam  v.  Wil*' 
Hams  {q)j  were  cited. 


TAe 


(a)  1  Cox,  .-527.  (k)  2  Mi/lne  <J-  K.  46. 

(b)  5  Ves,  338.  (/j  2  Kw.  jiin.  690. 
(r)  8  Ves,  575.  {in)  Ambler^  449. 
(rf)  10  Ves.  152.  (n)  1  Mer.4\A. 

{e)  11  Ves.  238.  (o)  1  Bro,  C.  C.581. 

(jf)  I  Mer.  417.  (;>)  3  Sim.4i3. 

(A)  1  Mer,  654.  {q)  5  Sim.  171. 
(t)  I  Dick.  344. 


K.SO. 
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Th  Master  of  the  Rolls,  18S8. 

The  clauses  of  the  will  are  so  expressed  as  to  make        Scott 
^  verjr  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  reduce  them  to  a    xheEarlof 
«ear  and  consistent  meaning ;  but  some  parts  are  clear,  Scabbohouoh. 
*id,  on  a  consideration  of  the  whole,  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  intention  of  the  testator  and  the  true  effect  of 
"^fi  will  may  be  discovered. 

The  testator  intended,  that,  at  the  end  of  twenty 
years  from  his  death,  the  term  of  300  years  should 
«*se;  and  that  the  15,645/.,  or  the  residue  of  it, 
should  sink  into  the  estate  on  which  it  was  charged, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  entitled  thereto ;  and  that 
©  one  event  (which  has  not  happened),  the  whole  of 
^^  15,645/.,  though  no  part  of  it  might  be  wanted  for 

fchts  or  legacies,  should  be  raised  out  of  the  Pinclcney 

estate,  and  laid  out  on   the   trusts  of  the   Thursford 

estate. 

Subject  to  debts  and  legacies,  the  rents  of  the  estates 

and  the  interest  of  the  J  5,645/.  were  to  accumulate  for 

certain  objects;  if  there  were  no  objects  to  take,  the 

accumulations  of  the  rents  were  to  be  laid  out  in  land, 

to  be  settled  on  the   trusts  of  the   settled  Thursford 

estates:  the  accumulations  of  the  interest  were  to  go 

to  the  testator's  next  of  kin. 

The  trusts,  both  as  to  the  estates  comprised  in  the 
term  and  the  rents  thereof,  and  as  to  the  charge  of 
1 5,645/1  and  the  interest  thereof,  were,  in  the  first  place, 
to  supply  any  deficiency  of  the  personal  estate  not 
specifically  bequeathed. 

If  such  deficiency  were  supplied  out  of  the  300  years' 
term^  there  is  an  express  direction,  that  the  rents  should 

Ms  be 
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1838.  be  applied  in  exoneration  of  the  estate;    there  is  no 

^""^^^^^^^  express  direction  in  the  event  of  the  deficiency  of  the 

V,  personal  estates  not  specifically  bequeathed,  being  sup- 

The  Earl  of  jj^j  ^^^  ^f  ^j^^  charffe  of  15,645/.;   but  there  is  a 

SCARBOBOUOH.    ^^  O  ^  » 

direction,  that  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  300  years,  and 
the  accumulations  to  be  made  under  the  same,  and  the 
trusts  declared  of  the  15,645/.  and  the  interest  and  accu- 
mulations to  be  made  under  the  same,  are  to  constitute 
one  aggregate  sum  for  the  payment  of  "  the  aforesaid 
sums  of  money,"  "  and  be  resorted  to  co-ordinately 
and  without  any  priority  or  posteriority  between  thenif 
for  answering  the  purposes  aforesaid;"  and  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  sums  of  money  here  referred  to  are 
the  sums  of  money  which  might  be  required  for  pay- 
ment of  funeral  expences,  debts  and  legacies,  as  well  as 
the  sum  of  6000/.  or  2000/.  mentioned  in  the  same 
clause. 

The  testator  has  directed  that,  at  the  end  of  tW 
period  of  twenty  years,  the  trustees  shall  stand  po 
sessed  of  the  interest  of  the  15,645/.,  after  answeri 
the  purposes  before  mentioned,  on  the  trusts  there 
stated,  and  has  afterwards  declared  that,  at  the  end 
the  period  of  twenty  years,  the  sum  of  15,645/.  or 
much  thereof  as  shall  not  then  be  a  subsisting  charg 
shall  sink  into  the  estate;  if  this  were  all,  I  think  ther^' 
would  be  no  difficulty ;  but,  in  an  intermediate  passage-*^ 
the  testator  has  directed  that,  subject  to  the  formei^^ 
payments  directed  (viz.  the  deficiency  of  the  person 
estate  and  the  6000/.  or  2000/.  mentioned),  the  15,645/i.r 
and  the  interest  thereof  should  be  in  trust  for  th 
grandchildren  for  whose  benefit  the  accumulations 
directed.  This,  if  taken  literally,  is  inconsistent  with 
the  subsequent  direction  that  the  15,645/.,  or  part  of 
it,  shall  sink  into  the  estate,  and  appears  to  me  to  be 
also  inconsistent  with  the  preceding  clause  directing 

the 
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trustees  to  stand  possessed  of  the  interest  only,  and        1838* 

with  the  general  scope  and  intention  of  this  part  of  the 

will;  and,  upon  the  effect  of  the  whole  clause  taken 

together,  though  I  think  all  the  words  cannot  be  re-  |^]JjJ^^\,oh. 

conciled,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  intention  was,  that 

the  principal  or  capital  sum  of  15,645/.  should  not  be 

subject  to  the  trusts  for  the  grandchildren,  or  ultimately 

subject  to  supply  the  deficiency  of  the  personal  estate, 

^  the  events,  which  happened,  of  the  rents  and  interest 

'^ng  more   than   sufficient  for   the   purpose ;    and   I 

^^fefore  think,  that  the  trust  fund  consists  of  the  rents 

'^    interest  and  the  accumulations  thereof,  after  de- 

^''c^ting   the    amount    applied    in    making  good    the 

^^ciency  of  the  general  personal  estate  for  the  pay- 

*^tof  the  funeral  expences,  debts  and  legacies. 


'H; 


he  neict  question  relates  to  the  vesting  and  dis- 
Vition  of  the  trust  fund. 


he  difficulty  arises  from  this,  that  the  will  is  so 
ressed,  ns  to  include  among  the  objects,  children 

^  during  the  lives  of  their  parents,  and  yet  to  direct 
ibution  at  the  end  of  twenty  years  from  the  tes- 
r's  death,  when  the  parents  of  the   objects   were 

oig  and  might  have  more  children. 

Jir  Charles   CJiad  and   Mr.  G.  TV.  Chad  may  still 
re  younger  children  answering  the  description  of  the 
jects.     If  a  distribution  be  made  amongst  the  persons 
-sswering  the  description  at  the  end  of  twenty  years, 
who  may  hereafter  come  into  existence  will  be 
jrived  of  the  benefit  which  was  apparently  intended 
*^  them ;  and  if  the  distribution  be  delayed  till  it  is 
■^^^^ertained  that   no  other  person  answering  the  de- 
''iption  can  come  into  existence,  those  living  at  the 
^^^d  of  twenty  years  are  deprived  of  the  benefit  intended 

M  4f  for 
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18S8.        for  them,  if  the  testator  really  intended  the  fond  to 

^^^^^"^     be  then  divided  whatever  mlsht  be  the  state  of  the 
Scott  ^  ° 

V.  family. 

The  Earl  of 

ScABBOfiOUGH. 

The  testator  has  expressed  himself  in  terms  which 
shew  that  he  contemplated  a  division  of  the  fund  at  the 
end  of  twenty  years  from  his  death ;  and  if  he  had  de« 
scribed  the  objects  to  be  his  grandchildren,  (younger 
children  of  his  children)  or  all  such  grandchildren  born 
and  to  be  born,  as  many  as  there  may  be,  it  would^  I 
think,  have  followed  from  the  cases  which  were  citedy 
that  the  fund  would  have  vested  in  and  have  become 
divisible  among  the  grandchildren  answering  the  de- 
scription, who  were  living  at  the  end  of  the  term  of 
twenty  years ;  the  generality  of  the  expression  "  all  my 
grandchildren  "  or  "  all  ray  grandchildren  born  and  to 
be  born "  being  by  construction,  and,  as  it  is  said,  for 
convenience,  limited  to  the  time  of  distribution,  and  the 
words  applying  to  after-born  children,  being  satisfied 
by  giving  the  benefit  of  the  bequest  to  those  born  after 
the  testator's  death,  and  before  the  period  of  distribution. 
But  here,  the  gift  is  to  all  the  grandchildren  answer- 
ing the  description,  who  are  ^^  now  born  or  who  shall 
hereafter  be  born  during  ike  lifetime  of  their  respective 
parents  ;  and  the  grandchildren  who  may  be  born  after 
the  end  of  twenty  years  cannot  be  excluded  without 
striking  these  words  out  of  the  will.  When  a  testator 
directs  a  distribution  amongst  all  of  certain  classes  of 
children^  or  grandchildren,  at  a  future  time,  he  may 
well  be  conceived  to  mean  all  such  of  the  several  classes 
as  may  be  then  living ;  but  when  he  says,  expressly^ 
that  he  means  all  such  of  the  classes  as  may  be  boru 
in  the  lifetime  of  their  respective  parents,  he  excludes 
the  other  construction ;  and  I  think,  therefore,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  the  testator 
cannot  be  held  to  have  meant,  that  the  fund  should  be 

divided 
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AVided  at  the  end  of  the  twenty  years,  whatever  might  be  1838. 
the  state  of  his  family,  or  to  exclude  children  of  his  gcorr 
childreo  born  after  ..the  end  of  twenty  years  from  the  v. 

I>enefit  of  the  accumulated  fund.  It  is  clear,  however,  ScABBoaouGH. 
that  he  intended  the  interests  to  vest  at  twenty-one  years 
of  age;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  children  of  Mrs. 
TAomlinson^  who  were  living  at  the  end  of  the  twenty 
years,  took  vested  interests  in  their  shares;  but  that, 
for  the  purpose  of  admitting  after-born  objects,  they 
must  hold  those  vested  interests  subject  to  partial  di- 
vestment and  diminution,  in  the  event  of  other  objects 
coming  into  existence :  and  as  to  the  2000/.  given  to 
Sir  Charles  Chadj  in  the  event  of  his  having  no  younger 
child  living  to  attain  twenty«one,  I  think  that  the  same 

• 

^  now  vested  in  him,  subject  to  be  divested  on  bis 
having  such  child. 

X'liis  construction  does  not  indeed  reconcile  all  the 
words  of  the  will,  but  it  appears  to  me,  to  be  in  con- 
formity with  the  general  intention  of  the  testator,  and 
to  be,  on  the  whole,  the  true  effect  of  the  will,  and  it 
isi  therefore,  to  be  declared  as  follows  : — 

Declare,  that,  according  to  the  true  intent  of  the 
wiU,  a  competent  part  of  the  rents  of  the  estate  com- 
prised in  the  term  of  300  years,  and  of  the  interest  of 
the  charge  or  sum  of  15,645/.  in  the  will  mentioned, 
>^  of  the  accumulations  of  such  rents  and  interest,  was 
properly  applicable  to,  and  applied  in  the  payment  of 
so  much  of  the  testator's  funeral  expences  and  debts, 
aod  of  bis  legacies  (other  than  such  as  are  excepted  in 
the  first  codicil)  as  the  testator's  personal  estate  not 
specifically  bequeathed  was  insufficient  to  satisfy. 

Dedare,  that,  according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  will, 
and  ia  the  events  which  happened,  the  trust  fund  ac- 
cumulated 
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1838.  cumulated  and  existing  at  the  end  of  twenty  years  aftei 
the  testator's  death  became  and  was  vested,  as  to  2000^| 
part  thereof,  in  the  Defendant  Sir.  Charles  Chad;  and 

The  Earl  of    ^^  ^^  ^^^  residue  thereof,  in  the  six  survivinir  dauffhters 
Scarborough.  '  o         o 

of  the  Defendant  Frances  Mary  JTiomlinson^  subject 
nevertheless,  as  to  the  said  sum  of  2000/.,  to  be  divested^ 
in  the  event  of  the  said  Sir  Chafks  Chad  having  any  child 
who,  being  a  son  (but  not  an  eldest  or  only  son)  shall 
live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  being  a 
daughter,  shall  live  to  attain  that  age  or  marry  with 
consent ;  and  subject,  as  to  the  shares  of  the  said  six 
daughters  of  the  said  Frances  Maty  ThomlinsoHj  to 
be  partially  divested  and  diminished,  in  the  event  of 
there  being  any  child  of  the  said  Sir  Charles  Chad  lind 
George  William  Chad,  or  any  other  child  of  the  said 
Frances  Maiy  Thomlinson  who,  being  a  son  (but  not 
being  an  eldest  or  only  son)  shall  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  or  who,  being  a  daughter,  shall  at- 
tain that  age  or  marry  with  consent. 

Declare,  that,  in  the  meantime  and  until  such  divest«> 
ment  or  partial  divestment  as  aforesaid  shall  take  place 
in  the  events  aforesaid,  the  interest  of  the  said  sum  of 
2000/.,  part  of  the  said  trust  fund,  is  payable  to  the  said 
Sir  Charles  Chady  and  the  interest  of  the  residue  of  the 
said  trust  fund  is  payable,  in  equal  shares,  to  the  said 
six  daughters  of  the  said  Frances  Mary  Thomlinson,  or 
to  the  persons  entitled  to  receive  the  satne  in  their 
right,  respectively. 
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1888. 


EDGECUMBE  v.  CARPENTER.  ^g^J* 

April  17. 

T^HE  testator^  by  his  will  (alleged  to  be  duly  ex-  Pending  a  suit 

ecuted  to   pass  real   estate),   gave   his   real   and  [^f^^®^^^* 
*^  /'    o  blisnment  of  a 

personal  estate  to  Richard  Carpenter  and  M.  Bloomy  in  will  of  real 

trust,  to  pay  three  fourths  to  his  son  Edward  Bevarij  ^^^^^l^^]^ 

for  life,  and  one  fourth   to  Man/  Edgeaimbey   for  life,  who  had  con- 

with  remainders  over.     The  testator  died  in  1824-,  and  will  and  in 

this  bill  was  filed  in  Atdgust  1837,  by  Miss  Edgeambe  the  establish- 

,  "  °  mcntofthe 

ami  other  persons,  some  of  whom  were  married  women  suit,  having 

and  Infants,  claiminfic  an  interest  in  the  real  and  per-  con?™enced 

,  .         actions  of 

sooal  estate,    under   the  will  of  the   testator,    against  ejectment  and 
Eiward  Sevan  the  heir  at  law,  Richard  Carpenter,  the  fgcover'tlTc 
other  trustee  under  the  will,  and  other  persons.     The  estate  and  the 
object  of  the  bill  was  to  establish  the  will  of  the  testator.  Court  on 'the 
wwl  Ibr  takinff  the  usual  accounts  of  his  estate,  and  to  re-  application  of 

^r     ^  -         _    .  ini  .  the  trustee, 

move  Mr.  Carpenter  from  bemg  a  trustee.     The  suit,  as  referred  it  to 

it  appeared,  had  been  commenced  with  the  privity  and  fhe  Master,  to 

^^  ^  ...  .  inquire  what 

^cnrrence  and  at  the  instigation  of  the  heir  at  law,  proceedings 
^ho,  since  1824,  had  acquiesced  in  the  will,  and  had  J^akentode- 
ako  concurred  with  the  trustee  in  the  management  of  fend  the  ac- 
thii  real  estates,  in  granting  leases,  cutting  timber  and  restrained  the 
"aakinff  repairs.  actions  in  the 

°      *  meantime. 


Under  spe- 
ll JaWttaiy  1888,  however,  the  heir  at  law  having  cjai  circum- 
v>  ,  stances,  an  m- 

^iicoveted  that  the  will  of  the  testator  was  invalid  so  as  junction  was 
to  pass  real  estate,  commenced  an  action  of  ejectment  fhe'appiica- 
•gainst  some  of  the  tenants  of  the  estate,  to  recover  tion  of  a  De- 
poiiession.     The  action  was  defended  by  the  trustee,  against  a  Co- 
Cwy«i/er,  and  a  verdict  was  found  in  favour  of  the  'Jetfo^Jant. 

A  trustee, 
heir  acting  bona 
fide  and  with 
^concorrence  of  the  heir  at  law,  under  a  will  which  was  supposed  to  be  valid  as 
IjMtil  estate,  btit  which  afterwards  turns  out  to  be  invalid,  is  entitled  to  be  in- 
woified  out  of  the  personal  estate. 
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1838.        heir  at  law,  and  against  the  validity  of  the  will,  as  far 

Jr*^  v^^ '     as  it  affected  the  real  estate. 
Edgecumbe 

r. 
Carpenter,        The  heir  at  law  then  commenced  other  actions  of 

ejectment  against  the  other  tenants ;  and  also  an  action 

of  detinue  against  the  trustee,  to  recover  the  title  deeds 

of  the  estate. 

Mr.  Caiyaiter^  the  trustee,  thereupon  presented  a 
petition  to  the  Court,  praying,  that  directions  might  be 
given  him  as  to  what  proceedings  he,  as  trustee,  ought 
to  take  with  respect  to  these  matters,  and  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  the  heir  at  law,  from  proceeding  in  the 
mean  time,  in  his  actions. 

The  gentleman  who  acted  as  attorney  for  the  heir  at 
law  in  the  actions,  acted  also  as  the  solicitor  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  of  the  heir,  in  this  suit. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Simons^  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

Mr.  Kindersleyi  for  the  heir  at  law,  opposed  the 
granting  the  prayer  of  the  petition. 

Mr.  Htdl^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  concurred  with  the  heir 
at  law  in  resisting  the  reference  and  the  injunction. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  observing  on  the 
course  which  had  been  taken  by  the  Plaintiffs,  in  resist- 
ing the  application  of  the  trustee,  said, 

This  is  a  most  extraordinary  proceeding,  and  I  can- 
not understand  on  what  principle  the  Plaintiffs  have 
acted. 

A  bill  is  filed  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  certain 
will;  one  of  the  Defendants  is  heir  at  law :  be,  not  long 

after 
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after  the  bill  is  filed,  brings  an  action  of  ejectment  to 

recover  possession  of  the  devised  estate,  and  employs 

for  his  attorney  the  same  person  who  acts  as  the  solicitor 

of  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  suit  to  establish  the  will ;  and 

while  these  proceedings  are  going  on,  the  Defendant, 

who  is  the  trustee,  applies  to  the  Court  to  know  what 

he  is  to  do,  whether  he  is  to  defend  the  action  or  not ; 

the  testator  having  died  in  1824,  the  will  remaining 

undisturbed  by  the  heir  until  the  commencement  of  the 

proceedings  at  law.   It  is  perfectly  clear,  that  the  trustee 

is  entitled  to  the  protection  and  direction  of  the  Court, 

and  I  have,  therefore,  no  liesitation  in  referring  it  to  the 

Master,  to  enquire,  whether  any  and  what  proceedings 

ought  to  be  taken  by  the  trustee,  either  for  resisting  the 

actioiis  of  ejectment,  or  whether  he  should  take  any  and 

what  proceedings  for  the  puprose  of  establishing  the 

wUL 


18S8. 


Edgecumbe 

V, 

Carpenter. 


The  question  which  remains  is,  whether  I  shall  stay 
the  action  of  ejectment  in  the  meantime  ;  and  the  only 
difficulty  I  feel  is,  that  this  application  is  made  by  one 
Defendant  against  a  co-Defendant.     This  case  has  this 
^cialty  in  it,  the  Plaintiffs  are  prosecuting  this  suit  by 
the  solicitor,  who  is  the  attorney  of  the  Defendant  who 
is  proceeding  in  the  action  at  law ;  and  looking  at  the 
interests  of  the  infant  Plaintiffs,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  they 
cannot,  under  these  circumstances,  be  properly  protected. 
How  can  this  gentleman  brhig  an  action  at  law  to  re- 
cover the  same  estate  which,  at  the  same  time,  in  a  suit 
inequity,  it  is  his  duty  to  protect?     And  seeing  that 
their  interests  cannot  be  duly  protected  by  the  solicitor, 
and  it  appearing  that  the  suit  is  under  the  control  of 
Bevan^  and  not  of  the  Plaintiffs,  I  think  I  may  order 
that  he  should  be  restrained  from  proceeding  until  fur- 
ther order ;  and  I  think  that  the  order  should  be  pre- 
fiused  with  a  declaration,  **  That  it  appears  to  the  Court 

that 
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18S8.        that  the  actions  in  the  petitions  mentioned,  and  this  suit, 
,^^"^^^'"^'^     are  both  prosecuted  by  the  Defendant,  Edward  Bepan, 


99 


V, 

Carpenter. 


The  Master  reported,  that  no  proceedings  ought  to 
be  taken  to  defend  the  action,  or  establish  the  will* 

Edward  Bevan^  the  heir,  presented  a  petition  to  con- 
firm the  report  and  dissolve  the  injunction;  and  Car-' 
penter  presented  a  cross  petition,  praying  that  Sevan 
might  release  him  from  all  actions,  &c.  for  acts  done 
by  him  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  to 
indemnify  him  against  all  actions,  &c.,  which  might  be 
brought  by  the  lessees  against  him,  under  the  covenants 
in  the  leases. 

He  founded  this  application  on  the  ground,  that  Mr. 
Edward  Bevan  had  concurred  in  the  will,  and  also  iim 
the  acts  of  the  trustee,  and  had  received  a  great  parC= 
of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  under  the  will^ 
out  of  which,  the  trustee  insisted  he  ought  to  be  indem— - 
nified. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Simons,  in  support  of  th 
petition  of  Carpenter, 

Mr.  Kindersleyj  contrd. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

A  trustee  acting  lon&  Jide  under  the  will,  has  a  right 
to  be  indemnified  out  of  the  estate ;  and  I  conceive  the 
trustee  here,  is  entitled  to  be  indemnified  out  of  the 
personal  estate :  but  I  do  not  acquiesce  in  the  propo- 
sition, that  he  has  a  right  to  get  th^t  indemnity  io  this 
particular  proceeding  $  the  result  however  would  bp, 

that 
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that  litigation  of  a  much  more  expensive  character        1838. 
would  take  place,  which  it  is  to  the  interest  of  all  par-    Jl^^^^"*^^ 

ties  to  avoid,  (a)  9. 

Cabpentbh. 
(a)  On  the  recommendation  of  the  Court,  the  parties  compro- 
mised ail  theur  differences. 


SHEPHERD  V.  MORRIS.  Dec.i7,i8. 

^T^HIS  was  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  The  Court 

-■■  that  the  Plaintiff  should  leave  certain  documents  Sauc^^ 

with  his  clerk  in  court  for  inspection  under  the  fol-  Defendant, 

Wing  circumstances :  —  Plai^nt^-^to 

produce  do- 

According  to  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  the  Plaintiff,  ^""S^;,*^' 

*  Roman  cement  manufacturer,  employed  the  Defend-  in  his  posses- 

Mt,  as  his  commission  agent,  for  the  sale  of  cement,  j.q\qiq  ^q  ^he 

allowing  him  for  his  trouble  a  stipulated  per  centaire  on  niatters  in 
♦k  .11         t     Tx  n     t         r  .  quesuon,  for 

we  amount  received ;  that  the  Defendant  from  time  to  the  inspection 

tioie  rendered  accounts  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  which  the  f^^^ye-- 

p.  ,    ^  '  lendant. 

*«uoiiflJ  relying  on  the  integrity  of  the  Defendant,  did      Where, 

nnf  .»*-»  4,  1  •  however,  the 

not  veiy  accurately  examine.  Plaintiff  called 

upon  the  De» 

In  18S6,  the  Plaintiff  borrowed  of  the  Defendant  a  gpect  a  docu- 

wm  of  750/.,  for  which  he  gave  bills  of  exchange  and  ^®"i/".  ^ll» 
1      .    ,      /  .  T     ^         ,  ^       ,       the  Plaintirs, 

deposited  a  lease  as  a  security.     In  December  1837,  the  possession. 

Defendant  quitted  the  employment  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  several  ot^^^^^ 
Afterwards  brought  an  action  at  law  for  recovery  of  700/.  in  his  accounts 
and  interest,  the  amount  due  on  one  of  the  bills  of  ex-  iudcd"to  and 

change,  submiuto 
produce  the 
mm,  the  Court  ordered  that  the  Defendant  should  have  one  month's  time  to  an* 
fvefyfrom  the  time  of  the  Plaintiff's  depositing  the  account  with  his  clerk  in  Court 
hr  the  Defendant's  inspection. 

Whether  a  Plaintiffcan  deposit  a  document  with  his  clerk  in  Court,  and  compel 
tlie  Defendant  to  inspect  it  before  answering  ?  Queere. 
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1838. 


Shepherd 

V, 
MORBIS. 


change.  The  bill  alleged^  that  no  settlement  of  account! 
was  come  to  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  at  th< 
time  when  he  quitted  the  employment  of  the  Plaintiff^  oi 
at  any  other  time  subsequently;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  hac 
since  discovered,  that  the  Defendant's  accounts  containec 
many  inaccurate  and  false  entries,  overcharges  and  omis- 
sions  of  and  concerning  his  sales,  receipts  and  payments 
on  account  of  Plaintiff,  and  the  commission  owing  t( 
him  in  respect  thereof;  and  had  received  various  monie 
for  which  he  had  not  credited  the  Plaintiff;  and  tha 
there  remained  other  circumstances  of  false  and  erroneous 
entries  .yet  undiscovered.  The  bill  then  contained  the 
following  statement :  "  That  by  means  of  such  false  anc 
inaccurate  entries  and  omissions,  he  has  been  defraudec 
of  sums  to  a  considerable  amount  in  the  whole;  and  tha 
the  sums  for  which  the  said  Geoj'ge  Morris  has  taker 
credit  and  retained  a  commission  as  received  by  him,  bu 
for  which  receipts  he  has  not  given  Plaintiff  credit  ir 
account,  amount  to  some  hundreds  of  pounds. 


"  That  such  appear  and  are  shewn  to  be  the  facts  ir 
and  by  a  report  in  writing,  which  hath  been  made  U 
Plaintiff  by  Robert  Copeland  an  accountant,  upon  anc 
after  an  investigation  of  the  accounts  of  the  said  Defend- 
ant; and  which  report  is  now  in  the  possession  of  Plain 
tiff's  solicitor,  and  Plaintiff  is  willing  that  said  Defendan 
should  inspect  same,  and  he  ought  to  inspect  the  sami 
and  explain,  if  he  can,  the  several  errors,  omissions  anc 
false  entries  in  his  accounts  therein  alluded  to."  The  bil 
contained  the  proper  interrogatories  corresponding  to  al 
these  statements,  and  prayed,  that  the  accounts  might  bf 
taken  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant ;  and  that  Xhi 
lease  and  bills  might  be  declared  to  stand  as  a  securitj 
for  the  balance  which  might  be  found  due  to  the  De- 
fendant, and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  proceedings  a 
law. 

A  motior 
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A  motion  was  now  made,  on  the  part  of  the  De-       1838. 

fendont.  to  the  followinir  effect :  That  the  Plaintiff  may,    ^^^"^^^^ 
.     ^    ^  ^^         ^  ^  "^       Shephebd 

^^thin  a  week,  leave  with  his  clerk  in  court  the  cash  v, 

^^ook  kept  by  the  Defendant  as  the  commission  agent  of     Mobbh. 

™«  Plaintiff,  and  the  several  weekly  accounts  sent  by  the 

-'^fendant  to  the  Plaintiff,  containing  the  account  of  the 

®^es  of  cement,  and  the  receipts  and  payments  from 

^nac  to  time  in  respect  thereof,  and  all  leiiers  written  by 

said  Plaintiff  to  the  said  Defendant  relating  to  the 

accounts  and  addressed  Messrs.  Shepherd  and  Co., 

also  the  report  in  writing  of  Robert  Ccpeland  the  ac- 

'^UFttant  mentioned  in  the  said  Plaintiff's  amended  bill, 

L]3<]  all  other  documents  and  vouchers  relating  to  the  ac- 

between  the  said  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  and  all 

accounts  and  documents  which  the  Plaintiff  by  his 

amended  bill  requires  the  said  Defendant  to  explain 

in  the  possession  of  the  said  Plaintiff,  with  liberty 

the  Defendant,  his  clerk  in  court,  agent  or  solicitor 

inspect  the  same,  and  to  take  copies  or  extracts  there- 


rrhe  motion  was  supported  by  an  affidavit  of  the 
^I^fiendant  denying  the  false  entries,  overcharges,  &c., 
^Qt  swearing  that  he  was  wholly  unable  to  shew  that 
^ere  were  any  such  false  entries,  overcharges,  &c.,  with- 
out an  inspection  of  the  cash-book,  weekly  reports,  let- 
ters, and  also  the  report  in  writing  of  Copeland,  an 
Accountant  mentioned  in  the  Plaintiff's  amended  bill, 
And  all  other  documents  and  vouchers  relating  to  the 
^cooimts  between  the  Defendant  and  the  Plaintiff,  and 
A  other  accounts  and  documents  which  the  Plaintifi^ 
^y  Us  amended  bill,  required  the  Defendant  to  explain. 

There  was  an  affidavit  filed  on  the  part  of  the  Plain- 
tiff to  shew  the  great  inconvenience  and  difficulty,  and  the 
Vol.  I,  N  injury 
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Shbpusid 

MOBBIS. 


injury  to  his  trade,  which  would  result  from  the  inspec- 
tion and  depositing  of  the  documents. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  WiUcockj  in  support  of  the 
motion. 


Mr.  Kinderdetfj  contrd. 


Anon,  (a),  Spragg  v.  Corner  (ft),  Wynne  v.  Griffith  (c)^ 
Micklethwait  v.  Moore  (d),  Pickering  v.  Rigby  {e)j  Prin- 
cess of  Wales  V.  Lord  Liverpool  (g),  Jones  v.  Lemis  (A), 
Penfold  V.  ^t/nn  (i)  were  cited. 

T%^  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  referring  to  the  Prac- 
tical Registery  page  161,  Hampden  v.  Hampden  (*),  Picker- 
ing V.  iZig^  (^),  Jow«  V.  Lewis  (/),  overruled  by  Lord 
Eldon  (m),  and  the  Attomey^General  v.  Brooksbank  (it), 
said,  from  the  authorities  I  am  satisfied  that  I  cannot 
order  the  Plaintiff  to  produce  any  of  the  documents. 

The  question  then  is,  whether  I  have  authority  to 
make  an  order  to  enlarge  the  time  for  the  Defendant's 
putting  in  his  answer  until  the  accountant's  report  shall 
have  been  produced  by  the  Plaintiff.  The  original  bill 
in  the  case  before  me  seeks  an  account,  and  states 
errors  which  the  Defendant  has  made  in  the  accounts 
rendered  by  him  to  the  Plaintiff,  from  time  to  time, 
whilst  he  was  in  the  Plaintiff's  service,  some  of  which 

are 


(a)  2  Dick.  778. 
\h)  2  Cox^  109. 
(c)  1  Am.  ^  Stu.  147. 
(rf)  3  Met  .292. 
(e)  18  Tec. 484. 
[g)  1  Swaiu.WA. 


{h)  2  Sim.  «J-  Siu.  242. ;  4  Sim. 
324. 
(i)  5  Simont,  409. 
{k)  1  Bro.  P.  C.  250. 
(/)  2  Sim.  4-  Stu.  242. 
(to)  4  Sim.  324. 
(n)  1  Yotmge  ^  J.  499. 


Moaais. 
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alleged  to  be  wilful ;  all  the  statements  in  the  original  18S8. 
bill  are  answered  in  some  shape  or  other;  and  then  the  r^^^^ 
Plaintiff  amends  his  bill,  charging  the  Defendant  with  ^^  «. 
having  made  false  entries  and  mistatements  in  his  ac- 
counts. [Here  his  Lordship  read  that  part  of  the  bill 
relative  to  the  report  in  writing  made  by  the  accountant 
in  the  possession  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor.]  It  is  clear 
the  Defendant  cannot  know,  without  the  production  of 
the  report  in  writing,  what  the  alleged  mistatements  are. 
The  Plaintiff  then  charges  that  it  is  the  Defendant's  duty 
to  inspect  the  report  and  answer  the  charge ;  but  this 
duty  the  Defendant  cannot  comply  with,  unless  the 
Plaintiff  will  permit  him  to  inspect  the  document  in 
question.  It  is  impossible  to  allow  the  Plaintiff  to  say, 
that  the  Defendant  shall  not  have  such  inspection,  and  at 
the  same  time  permit  him  to  call  for  an  answer  stating 
the  result  of  such  inspection.  A  question  has  some- 
times been  made^  whether  a  Plaintiff,  having  deposited  a 
document  in  the  hands  of  his  clerk  in  court,  can  call 
on  the  Defendant  by  the  bill  to  inspect  it  there.  Can  he 
in  such  a  case  compel  the  Defendant  to  go  and  inspect 
the  document  when  it  has  been  deposited  ?  {a)  But  it  is 
unnecessary  in  this  case  to  decide  that  point,  for  the 
Plaintiff  here  offers  to  deposit,  and  the  Defendant  is 
willing  to  inspect,  the  document  when  deposited.  In 
JFammortk  v.  Yeamans  (b)  the  Defendant  obtained  an 
order  for  further  time  to  answer,  because  the  document 
was  not  produced  for  inspection  as  soon  as  it  ought  to 
have  been ;  in  the  present  case  the  Defendant  is  required 
to  inspect,  and  the  Plaintiff  says  he  may  inspect,  if  he 
will  pay  the  costs  of  the  present  motion,  which  the 
Plaintiff  alleges  was  unnecessary.  If  the  Plaintiff  re- 
fuses 

(a)  See  the  observations  of     lett,  1  Mer.  i99,;  and  AuHoIt^ 
Lord  Elion  in  Tagg»t  v. HeW'     Smiik,  is  Vet.  90l.  and  S(M. 

{b)  S  Met.  149. 

N9 
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Shepuebo 

V, 
MOARIS* 


fuses  the  inspection  except  on  terms,  that  amounts  to  a 
refusal  and  cannot  be  allowed.  I  am  of  opinion,  then, 
that  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  an  order  for  one 
month's  time  to  answer,  after  the  Plaintiff  has  deposited 
with  his  clerk  in  court  the  accountant's  report,  as  to 
which  document  alone  an  order  can  be  made. 


Extract  from  Order. 

"  The  Court  doth  make  no  order  on  the  motion  for 
the  production  of  the  papers  therein  mentioned ;  but  the 
Plaintiff  offering,  by  his  amended  bill,  to  produce,  for 
the  inspection  of  the  Plaintiff,  a  certain  report  in  writing 
of  Mr.  Cqpeland  in  the  pleadings  named,  and  referred  to 
in  the  said  notice  of  motion,  but  not  having  deposited 
the  same  with  his  clerk  in  Court,  let  the  Defendant 
have  one  month's  time  to  answer  the  Plaintiff's  amended 
bill,  from  the  time  of  being  served  with  a  notice  that  the 
said  report  is  so  deposited  with  the  Plaintiff's  clerk  in 
Court,  and  ready  for  his  inspection." 


Kov,  19^20. 


HOPKINSON  V.  ROE. 


Executors 
held,  under 
the  circum- 
stances, jus- 
tified in  ap- 
pointing an 
agent  to  get 
in  the  tes- 
tator's debts, 
and  in  allow- 
ing him  a 
salary  for  his 
trouble. 


nflHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  exceptions  to 
■■-     the  Master's  report. 

The  testator,  a  tailor,  accumulated  a  considerable 
fortune,  exceeding  20,000/.,  a  large  portion  of  which 
consisted  of  outstanding  debts.  By  his  will  he  appointed 
four  executors,  two  of  whom  renounced ;  the  other  two, 
Mr.  Hopkinson  and  Mr.  Stones^  accepted  the  trusts :  the 
former  was  a  banker,  the  latter  a  linen-draper.  They 
appointed  an  accountant  to  collect  the  book  debts,  which 

were 
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were  very  numerous  (nearly  400),  and  the  Master  had        18S8. 
allowed  the  executors  in  their  accounts  a  sum  of  246/.     [t^^^^""^ 

llOPKINSON 

for  the  accountant's  commission,  being  after  the  rate  of  v. 

2i  per  cent.  ^^°*- 

As  to  this  allowance  there  were  cross  exceptions: 
the  Plaintiffs  objected  that  the  Master  ought  not  to  have 
allowed  any  sum  whatever  for  the  accountant ;  on  the 
other  hand,  Mr.  StoneSy  by  his  exceptions,  insisted  that 
tie  Master  ought  to  have  allowed  5  per  cent ;  while 
Mr.  Hopkinson^  the  co-executor,  was  satisfied  with  the 
allowance  of  2\  per  cent.,  as  to  which  he  supported  the 
SiiBSter's  report. 

Mr,  Pembertonf  Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Koe^  for  the 
Plaintiffi,  argued,  that  executors  were,  under  very  special 
circumstances  only,  allowed  to  employ  an  agent  to 
perform  the  duties  which,  by  accepting  the  office  of 
executors,  they  have  undertaken  to  perform.  Weiss  v. 
JXll.  (a)  In  that  case,  the  circumstances  of  which  were 
very  special,  2\  per  cent  was  allowed  for  the  remuner- 
ation of  an  agent  employed  by  the  executors ;  but  Sir 
John  Leach  doubted  whethef  the  Master  ought  to  have 
made  them  any  allowance.  Here,  they  contended,  no 
special  circumstances  had  been  shewn  which  authorised 
the  employment  of  an  agent  to  get  in  the  debts. 

They  urged  also,  that  Mr.  Stokes^  the  surviving  part^ 
ner  of  the  testator,  would  willingly  have  collected  the 
debts  without  remuneration,  for  the  sake  of  the  con- 
nection ;  and  as  to  the  allowance  of  5  per  cent,  they 
objected  that  it  was  excessive  and  that  Mr.  Stones  had 

entered 

(a)  8  iify/.  <)>  JT.  t6. 

N  S 
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entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  accoantaot  for  an 
allowance  of  2^  per  cent  only. 

Sir  C.  Wetherell  and  Mr.  Girdleslone^  for  Mr.  /fop- 
kinsoTiy  contended  that  the  Master  had  exercised  a  sound 
discretion  in  making  the  allowance  of  2^  per  cent. ;  that 
it  would  be  most  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  a  banker, 
by  proving  the  will  of  a  tailor,  thereby  took  upon  him- 
self  the  duty  of  personally  collecting  the  debts  of  bis 
testator,  especially  in  this  case,  where  the  debtors  were 
exceedingly  numerous,  and  resided  in  different  parts  of 
the  world,  and  where  some  of  the  debts  were  very 
small. 

Mr.  Sjpence  and  Mr.  Wood^  for  Stones^  contended  .for 
the  allowance  of  5  per  cent. 

Mr.  TempUy  Mr.  Tinney^  Mr.  Stinton  and  Mr. 
Beavan  appeared  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  the  surviving 
partner  was  not  in  all  cases  the  proper  person  to  collect 
the  debts,  as  he  might  have  an  interest  in  conciliating 
the  debtors,  for  the  sake  of  their  future  custom,  and 
in  refraining  from  pressing  for  payment;  and  without 
determining  the  amount  which  the  Master  ought  to  have 
allowed,  his  Lordship  said,  he  considered  that,  under 
the  circumstances,  the  executors  were  justified  in  em- 
ploying an  agent  to  assist  them  in  collecting  the  debts  of 
the  testator. 


Witnesses  Another  point  raised  on  these  exceptions  was  this :  — 

having  been      In  the  proceedings  in  the  Master's  office,  the  evidence 
examined  mtd  .     .  ,  %  .  a  i        i        .  .    i  i 

voce  in  the       had  been  taken  viva  voce  under  the  sixty-nmth  order, 

^^^""^^    .  1828; 

omce,  It  IS  ir-  ' 

regular  afterwards  to  receive  their  affidavits  in  evidence. 
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1 8  ^S(a);  after  which  the  Master  had  received  affidavits,        1838. 
froKKi  the  same  parties,  to  supply  some  defects  in  the 
proofs,  and  there  having  been  no  consent  or  acquiescence 
on    ciie  part  of  the  persons  who  complained  of  this  pro- 
fcding, 

^jTjke  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  the  objection 
,  and  allowed  the  exception  which  embodied  it. 


Another  exception  taken  by  Stones  was,  ^^  That  the  The  costs  of 

Master  had  not  allowed  to  the  executors  any  sum  of  funds,  from 

money  in  respect  of  commission  and  private  transfer,  *^«  "''™®  ^f 

paid  by  him  and  his  co-executor  to  a  stock-broker,  in  into  the  names 

respect  of  a  transfer  of  7000/.  new  4  per  cents,  and  of  theex- 

^  ^       ^        ^  ecutors,  dis* 

4000/.  3  per  cent*  consols,  standing  in  the  name  of  the  allowed, 
testator  at  his  death,  into  the  names  of  him  and  hb  co- 
execQtor;  whereas  the  Master  ought  to  have  allowed 
14t" 


It  was  objected  by  the  Plaintiffs,  that  the  transfer 

was  useless,  as  the  stock  should  have  been  transferred 

directly  by  the  executors,  from  the  name  of  the  testator 

into  the  names  of  the  legatees  or  purchaser,  without 

incurring  the  expense  of  the  intermediate  transfer. 

Th£  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  that  opinion,  and 
over-ruled  this  exception. 


Mr.  StoneSf  the  executor,  also  took  an  exception  to  The  sum  to 
the  Master's  report,  on  the  ground,  "  That  the  Master  ^^^^fo^ 

bad  allowed  !/•  Is.  for  commission  paid  by  the  executors  the  expentet 

of  tnuisferriDg 
^  a  large  sum  of 

(a)  2  Rust.  Appendix,  25.  money  into 

^  '  //^       1  Court  11  one 

guinea,  and  extra  brokerage,  was  therefinre,  diiallowed. 

2V4 
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to  a  stock-broker,  in  respect  of  a  transfer,  under  an 
order  of  Court  dated  the  4th  oi  December  1830,  into  the 
name  of  the  Accountant-General,  of  the  sum  of  1 4,648/!. 
3  per  cent  consols,  and  of  a  further  sum  of  4666/.  new 
3^  per  cents.^  standing  in  the  names  of  the  executors  ;'' 
whereas  he  ought  to  have  allowed  12/.  Is.  ScL 


For  the  Plaintiffs  it  was  contended,  that  the  employ- 
ment of  a  broker  was  only  for  the  purpose  of  identifying 
parties,  which  was  unnecessary  when  money  was  paid 
into  Court;  that  the  broker  of  the  Accountant  General, 
whose  regular  charge  was  !/•  1^.,  should  have  been  em- 
ployed ;  that  by  the  universal  practice  in  the  Master's 
ofEce,  1/.  1&  only  was  allowed  for  a  transfer  into  Court; 
and  that,  therefore,  the  executors  ought  not  to  be 
allowed  the  11/.  thus  uselessly  expended  by  them. 

77ie  Master  of  the  Rolls,  concurring  in  this  argu- 
ment, also  allowed  this  exception  (a). 

(a)  The  parties  afterwards  effected  a  compromise 


1859. 

Jinn.  25. 

Feb.  26. 

March  16. 


CUTBUSH  V.  CUTBUSH. 

npHIS  suit  was  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the 
■*"    estate  of  the  testator. 


Thomas  Cutbusky  by  his  will  (after  nominating  and 


A  testator 
directed  his 
widow  to  carry 
on  his  busi- 

youDgest  child  appointing  Alexander  Randall  and  John  Culbush  to  be 

should  attain  trustees 

twenty*one ; 

and,  tor  that  purpose,  gave  her  the  "  entire  use,  disposal  and  management  of  the 
capital,  stock  and  effects  which  should  be  in,  due  and  owing  or  belonging  to  him,  in 
his  said  trade,"  at  the  time  of  his  decease ;  and  he  authorised  his  executors  to 
augment  the  capital  employed  therein;  the  executors  renounced,  and  the  widow 
took  out  administration  :  Held,  that  the  specified  property  of  the  testator  only  was 
liable  to  the  debts  contracted  by  the  widow  in  carrying  on  the  trade. 
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trustees  and  executors  thereof,  and  after  directing  his 
said  executors  to  pay  and  discharge  his  debts,  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  out  of  bis  personal  estate) 
willed  and  directed,  that  his  wife,  Ann  CiUbushy  should 
carry  on,  manage  or  conduct  his  trade  or  business  of 
a  plumber,  painter  and  glazier,  at  Maidstoney  until  his 
yoangest  child  for  the  time  being  should  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  if  his  said  trustees  and  executors 
should  so  long  approve  thereof,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  her  to  carry  on,  manage  and  conduct  the  said 
trade  or  business,  the  said  testator  directed  that  she 
should^  during  the  same  period  of  her  carrying  on  the 
same,  have  the  occupation  of  the  messuage  or  dwelling- 
house  in  which  the  same  was  then  carried  on,  and  the 
entire  use,  disposal  and  management  of  the  capital^ 
credits^  stock  and  effects  which  should  be  then  due 
owing  or  belonging  to  him  in  his  said  trade  or  business 
at  the  time  of  his  decease :  and  he  thereby  authorized 
and  empowered  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time 
beiug  of  that  his  will,  so  long  as  his  trade  or  business 
should  be  carried  on  by  his  wife  as  aforesaid,  from  time 
to  time  to  augment  or  diminish  the  capital  employed 
dierein,  according  to  the  exigencies  thereof,  and  as  they 
might  in  their  judgment  deem  proper.  And  after  giving 
several  pecuniary  legacies,  the  testator  gave  and  devised 
unto  Alexander  Randall  and  John  Cutbush  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate,  upon  trust  to  convert  and  invest, 
and  stand  possessed  thereof,  **  and  of  the  clear  gains 
and  profits  of  his  said  trade  or  business  so  by  him  di- 
rected to  be  carried  on  by  his  said  wife  as  aforesaid,'' 
upon  certun  trusts  for  his  wife  and  children ;  and  he 
thereby  declared,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  his  said 
trustees  to  sell  ond  dispose  of  his  said  business  if  they 
should  deem  it  most  prudent  and  advisable  so  to  do : 
and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  money  arising  from 
such  sale  upon  the  same  trusts. 

The 


1839. 


Cutbush 

V, 

Cutbush. 
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18S9.  The  executors  declined  to  act,  and  adminiatration  ^m^  - 

^*^*^''^^     granted  to  the  widow,  who,  after  the  death  of  the  testates: 

V,  continued  to  carry  on  tlie  trade,  in  the  course  of  wha.^ 

CuTBusH.      ^Yie  had  incurred  several  debts  to  the  petitioners  a.»r: 

other  persons,  for  goods  for  the  purpose  of  the  tracS«« 

she  had,  however,  dissipated  the  assets  and  become  inscia 

vent:  600/.  was  due  from  her  to  the  testator's  estate, 

700/.,  for  debts  incurred  by  her,  remained  unpaid. 

petitioners  carried  in  their  claims  before  the  Master     Cm 

have  the  amount  of  the  subsequent  trade  debts,  as  yv^l 

as  those  contracted  by  the  testator  himself,  paid  ou^  c»( 

the  testator's  assets.     The  Master,  however,  rejected  0-11 

claims  for  debts  which  had  been  incurred  by  the  wido^^ 

after  the  testator's  death. 

The  creditors  whose  debts  had  been  contracted,  by  tV^^ 
widow,  subsequently  to  the  death  of  the  testator  ib^>^ 
presented  a  petition,  insisting  that  they  were  entitled  ^^ 
be  paid  out  of  the  testator^s  estate,  or  at  least  to  hi 
the  estate  marshalled,  so  that  they  might  stand  in 
place  of  the  testator's  creditors  who  had  been  paid  ^2 
the  widow,  out  of  the  property  specifically  directed  ^ 
be  employed  in  carrying  on  the  trade,  and  which,  at  ^-'^ 
events,  was  liable  for  subsequent  debts :  the  petiti^^^ 
prayed  that  the  Master  might  be  directed  to  receive  pro<^^ 
of  the  petitioner's  debts,  an^  that  the  same  might  b^ 
paid  out  of  the  testator's  estate. 

None  of  the  children  had  attained  twenty-one. 

Mr.  L.  LowndeSf  in  support  of  the  petition,  con* 
tended,  that  the  whole  assets  of  the  testator  were 
answerable  for  the  debts  incurred  in  carrying  on  the 
trade  for  the  benefit  of  his  estate. 

Secondly, 
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Secondly,  that  the  widow  had  most  probably  paid  off 

tbe  debts  existing  at  the  testator's  death,  with  the  assets 

which  were  clearly  liable  to  the  claims  of  the  petitioners, 

snd  even  out  of  the  produce  of  the  goods  furnished  by 

the  petitioners  after  the  testator's  death ;  in  which  case, 

lie  contended,  the  petitioners  were  entitled  to  have  the 

assets  marshalled,  and  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  cre- 

ditora  so  paid. 
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V. 
CUTBDSH. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  IL  Parker^  for  the  teiitator's 
children,  contended,  that  the  testator  had  limited  the 
portion  of  his  estate  which  was  to  be  embarked  in  the 
trade,  and  which  portion  alone  was  liable  to  the  claims 
of  subsequent  creditors. 

■ 

Ei  parte  Michardsan  (a),  Ex  parte  Garland  {b)  were 
cited. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  W»  C.  L,  Keene^  I  or  the 
widow. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

According  to  my  present  impression,  I   think   the 
testator  has  not  embarked  more  of  his  property  in  the 
trade  than  was  therein  at  the  time  of  his  death :  he  in- 
tended to  give  a  discretion  as  to  augmenting  it,  not  to 
hb  widow,  but  to  his  trustees  and  executors.     It  seems 
to  me,  that    any  person  dealing  with  one  carrying 
on  trade  must  be  taken  to  rely  on  the  personal  liability 
of  the  party  conducting  it ;  but  the  security  is  not 
limited  to  the  personal  credit  of  the  party  where  the 
testator  has  directed  the  trade  to  be  carried  on  with 

his 

(a)  5  Mad*  138.  Thompion  y,  Andrews,  1  Mylne 

\b)  10  Va.  no.,  and  see     4*  if.  116. 
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1839.       his  assets;  without  authority  in  the  will,   executors 
have  no  right  so  to  deal  with  the  property  of  the  tes- 
V,  tator  and  carry  on  trade  with  his  assets ;  a  party  there- 

CuTBasff.     f^^Q  yj^y^Q  relies  on  the  credit  of  the  testator's  estate, 

should  look  to  the  will  to  ascertain  the  extent  to  which 
the  testator  has  authorised  his  assets  to  be  embarked  in 
the  trade ;  and  if  any  one  had  looked  at  this  will,  he 
would  have  seen  that  it  was  limited  to  the  ^^  capital, 
credits,  stock  and  effects  which  were  due,  owing  or 
belonging  to  him  in  the  said  trade  or  business  at  the 
time  of  his  decease."  I  will,  however,  look  into  the  case, 
and  mention  it  again;  perhaps,  in  the  mean  time,  some 
authorities  may  be  found  on  the  point 


No  further  authorities  having  been  produced, 

Feb.  26.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  I  have  looked  into 

this  case,  and  remain  of  the  same  opinion,  that  the  pe- 
titioners, who  were  trade  creditors,  have  no  demand 
on  the  general  assets  of  the  testator,  but  only  on  that 
part  which  is  specifically  described  in  the  will  of  the 
testator,  and  which  he  directs  his  wife  shall  have  the 
sole  control  of. 

The  petitioners  are  entitled  to  an  inquiry,  as  to  what 
has  become  of  this  portion  of  the  assets,  but  it  must  be 
at  their  own  expense. 
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WILLIS  V.  CURTOIS.  ''»5«- 

JJec.  14. 

nnHE  questions  in  this  case  arose  on  the  construction  A  testator, 
of  the  will  of  Dr.  John  Willis.  pjlccfo^l^ 

sidcnee  at  A., 

It  appeared  that  he  had  three  places  of  residence :  bequeathed 

namely,  his  town  residence  in  Tenterden  Street^  a  resi-  J^e  one  at  A. 
'  ,  to  hiK  nephew; 

deuce  at  Shillingthof-pej  where  there  was  an  establish-  and  also  **  all 
ment  for   the  care    of  insane   patients,   and   another  hor^,^*^"^pIe. 
establishment  of  the  same  kind  at  Greatford.     These  mentsandhis 
two  establishments  were  conducted  by  him  in  partner-  j^q^j^  ^^^ 
ship  and  with  the  assistance  of  his  nephew,  the  present  chattels"  in 
Plaintiff,  who  was  engaged  in  the  same  branch  of  the  house  and 

profession.  premises  at 

*  A»;  "  and  also 

his  household 

By  his  will,  dated  in  1835,  after  devising  to  the  Plain-  ^?^^e,^^^^^^^ 
ti£!^  Francis  Willis^  his  messuages,  &c.  at  Shillingthorpe  ;  tures,  plate, 
and  having  also  devised  to  him  all  his  houses,  &c.,  of  jiquo'rs  of  all 
which  he  was  seised  or  entitled  for  an  estate  of  freehold  sorts  and 

brewin? 

or  for  terms  of  years,  he  proceeded  in  the  following  vessels,  and 

words : likewise  his 

watches  and 
personal  orna- 

**I  give  to   my  said  nephew,  Francis   Willis   (the  Held* that  the 
Plaintiff),  all  the  live  and  dead  stock  at  Shillingthorpe  household 
aforesaid ;  I  give  to  my  said  nephew,  Francis  Willis^  all  ^^^  ^&  "/at" 
nay  right  and  interest  in  a  certain  lease  of  the  house,  ^-  an^  ^' 

buildings,  lands  and  hereditaments  in  Greatford  afore-  bequest;  — 

said,  but  whether 
a  bust  would 
pass  under  the  latter  words,  qucere? 
Manuscript  notes  of  a  physician,  of  his  attendance  on  a  patient,  and  which  were 
bound  up  in  volumes.  Held  to  pass  under  a  bequest  of  *'  all  and  every  ray  books 
in  and  about  my  house"  at  A, 

A  pocket*book  and  a  case  of  instruments,  usually  carried  about  the  person  of  a 
testator.  Held  not  to  pass  under  the  words  "  personal  ornaments;" — but  whether 
a  gold  peacil  case,  tooth-pick  case,  lip-salve  box  and  eye-glass,  similarly  curcura- 
stanced,  would  pass,  quttre? 
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18S8*        said,  now  in  my  occupation,  from  the  Hon.  Charles 

^'^y^^^     Compton  Cavendish^  granted  to  me  for  a  term  of  fourteen 

V.  yea^rs,  five  of  which  will  have  expired   at  Lady-daif 

CuRTow.      next;    and  I  also  give  to   my  said  nephew,  Francis 

Willis^  all  my  carriages,  horses,  implements  and  my 

live  and  dead  stock  and  chattels  in  and  abont  the 

house  and  premises  I  so  occupy  under  the  said  Charles 

Compton  Cavendish  ;  and  also  my  household  goods  and 

furniture,  pictures,  plate,  linen,  china,  liquors  of  all 

sorts  and  brewing  vessels,  and  likewise  my  watches  and 

personal  ornaments ;  I  also  give  unto  my  said  nephew, 

Francis  Willis^  all  and  every  the  books  in  and  about  tmf 

house  in  Tenterden  Street^  next  hereinafter  devised.**    He 

then  gave  and  bequeathed  all  that  his   messuage   or 

tenement,  hereditaments  and  premises  situate  in  Ten^ 

terden  Street^  unto  the  Defendants,  Peregrine  Curtois 

and  Atwill  Lake  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  for  sale ; 

and  he  directed  the  produce  to  become  part  of  the 

residue  of  his  personal  estate. 

The  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
to  the  Defendant  Curtois^  and  appointed  him  and  Mr. 
Lake  his  executors. 

At  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  he  had  furniture 
and  effects  at  his  three  residences  at  Greatfordy  Shilling^' 
thorpe  and  in  Tenterden  Street;  and,  amongst  other 
articles  in  Tenterden  Street^  there  was  a  bust  of  the 
Plaintiff's  grandfather,  and  thirty-two  uniformly  bound 
volumes  of  manuscripts  of  Dr.  John  and  Dr.  Robert 
Willis,  which  contained  copies  of  the  daily  reports 
of  their  attendance,  as  physicians,  upon  his  late 
Majesty,  King  George  the  Third,  to  the  Queen  in 
council;  and  one  MS.  journal,  containing  private 
memoranda  and  observations  on  the  state  of  health  and 
malady  of  his  late  Majesty. 

The 
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The  testator  also  possessed  an  ivory  tooth-pick  case        1838. 
with  t  portrait  of  bis  father  in  the  centre,  a  gold  pencil 
case^  a  silver  lip-salve  box,  a  gold  eye-glass,  a  pocket- 
book  and  a  set  of  instruments^  which  he  usually  carried 
about  bis  person. 

The  questions  in  the  cause  were,  first,  whether  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  furniture,  &c.,  in  the  houses 
in  Tenterden  Street  and  Shillingthorpey  as  well  as  those 
in  the  house  at  Greafford  ;  secondly,  whether  the  MS. 
books  passed  under  the  gift  of  ^^  all  and  every  the  books 
in  and  about  the  house  in  Tenterden  Street,**  the  De- 
fendant contending  that  they  were  mere  loose  memoranda 
bouad  together  and  did  not  pass,  and  insisting  that,  from 
tbe  nature  of  their  contents,  they  ought  not  to  be  pub- 
lished or  divulged,  and  ought  to  be  delivered  to  his 
Majesty;  thirdly,  whether  the  bust  passed  under  the 
words  household  goods,  &c. ;  and  fourthly,  whether  the 
tootb-pick  case,  &c.,  passed  under  the  words  "  watches 
and  personal  ornaments.'' 

Mr.  Pembertan  and  Mr.  L.  Lcmndesy  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  J.  Russell^  contrd. 

jRawlifigs  V.  Jennings  (a),  AUen  v.  AUen  (&),  Slanning 
T.  Sijfle  (c),  were  cited. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  first  question  that  arises,  is  upon  the  household 
goods,  furniture  and  other  things  which  have  been 
particularly  adverted  to.  From  the  nature  of  the  dis- 
positions which  were  made  of  the  property,  it  would 
aeem  probable,  that  the  testator  would  give  his  furniture 
ftl  Shittingfharpe  to  the  gentleman  to  whom  he  gave  the 

bouse, 
(«)  la  FfftSa.  (c)  5  P.  milmmi,854, 

(ft;  itfbff^iiis. 
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house,  and  who  was  to  carry  on  the  establishment  there 
and  would  seem  to  be  improbable  that  he  intended  ti 
give  to  him  the  household  furniture  in  his  honse  ii 
Tenterden  Street^  which  he  directed  to  be  sold  and  con 
verted  into  money:  but  the  words  of  the  will  mns 
determine  how  that  is  to  be. 


After  giving  certain  portions  of  his  property  to  his 
nephew,  he  proceeds  thus:  [his  Lordship  stated  the 
terms  of  the  bequest.]  The  first  question  in  this  cass 
arises  on  the  effect  which  is  to  be  given  to  those  \a. 
words,  it  being  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  PlaintS 
that  this  constitutes  a  distinct  gift  of  all  his  househc: 
goods  and  furniture,  pictures,  plate,  linen,  china,  liq 
and  so  on,  and  likewise  his  watches  and  personal 
ments  wheresoever  they  might  happen  to  be  at  the  tm 
of  the  testator^s  death  ;  and  it  being  contended,  on  ^ 
half  of  the  Defendant,  that  this  must  be  restricted  to  s«-^ 
things  as  were  situate  at  Greatfordj  and  no  where  el^^ 


It  is  to  be  remarked,  that  if  it  was  his  intent?' 
to  make  that  restriction,  he  might  easily  have  adop^< 
a  mode  of  doing  it,  different  from  that  which  is  he/ 
adopted,  for  nothing  could  be  more  easy  than  for  hifl 
to  say,  ^^  all  my  carriages,  horses,  household  goodsj 
&c.,  at  Greatjbrd ; "  this  would  have  been  the  natural 
and  easy  way  of  doing  that,  which  it  is  contended, 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  he  intended  to  do.  An* 
other  mode  which  he  might  have  adopted  was  by  the 
addition  of  a  single  word ;  he  might  have  said,  ^'  Am 
also  my  household  goods  and  furniture  thae**  whicl 
would  have  made  it  perfectly  clear  and  distinct.  H 
has  not  done  either  of  those  things,  and  the  argumen 
used  on  this  occasion*  is  this :  that  the  testator  has  said 
"  I  also  give  my  said  nephew  all  my  carriages,  &c,  a 
Greatfwdy  and  also  all  my  household  goods,  &c.,"  th 

wor 
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word  "give**  being  connected  with  both  those  parts  of 
^'^  sentence*      This  circumstance  is  certainly  to  be 
twen  Dotice  of;  and  we  must  consider  what  it  was  that 
the  testator  was  likely  to  have  done,  and  what  was  pro- 
^bly  the  meaning  of  the  words  which  he  has  used*   The 
"  household  goods  and  furniture^  &c."  might  very  well 
have  been  applied  to  such  things  as  were  at  this  par- 
ticular place ;  but  the  words   ^^  likewise  my  watches 
tDd  personal    ornaments "    seem   incapable    of   that 
construction :  personal  ornaments  were  things  that  he 
Was  likely  to  have  about  with  him,  and  it  is  not  likely 
that  he  should  join  them  to  things  he  might  have  at  a 
particular  place;  and  I  do  not  think  that  the  words 
^clmit  of  the  interpretation  attempted  to  be  put  on 
^em.    It  is  not  likely,  a  priori^  that  he  intended  to 
g^m  all  his  furniture  in  Tenterden  Street ;  it  is  very 
Ukdy  he  intended  to  give  all  the  furniture  at  Shilling'^ 
^^orpe^  and*  those  circumstances  might  neutralise  one 
^i'lother ;  but  the  words  ^^  all  my  household  goods  and 
"T^irniture'*  not  being  words  connected  with  anything 
^^  and  no  reason  appearing  to  shew  that  it  was  meant 
^^htf  should  be  confined  to  a  particular  locality,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  they  must  be  construed  in  the  general 
^ipufication  here  escpressed,  and  that  the  gift,  therefore, 
H  of  all  the  household  goods,  &c. 


1838. 


Willis 

V. 
CUETOIS. 


The  next  question  that  arises  is  on  the  following 
KOteoce  in  the  will :  ^*  I  also  give  unto  my  said  nephew, 
Ihmcis  Willis^  all  and  every  the  books  in  and  about  my 
bouse  in  Tenterden  Street:* 


The  testator  seems  to  have  had  a  library  of  printed 
booki^  and  had  also  in  his  house  in  Tenterden  Street  a 
ooUectioQ  of  books  bound  into  volumes,  which  contained 
manuscript  notes  of  his  attendance  upon  the  late  King, 
George  the  Third*     Those  volumes,  no  doubt,  are 

Vol.  L  O  volumes 
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volumes  of  very  considerable  value  and  may  be  €oii« 
sidered  to  have  been  made  by  the  testator  himself  for 
many  important  purposes;   it  was   important  both  to 
himself  and  the  public  that  he  should  make  them*     He 
was  engaged  in  an  attendance  that  would  naturally  call 
on  him,  from  time  to  time,  to  give  information,  with  all 
the  particulars  which,  with  certain  limitations,  it  may 
be  considered  he  was  bound  to  do,  and  which,  we  know 
from  history,  he  was  several  times  compelled  to  do;  it 
was  therefore  his  duty  to  preserve  these,  and  to  preserve 
them  with  the  greatest  care,  and  he  accordingly  seems 
to  have  done  so :  they  were  very  valuable,  not  only  aa 
furnishing  him  with  the  results  of  medical  experience, 
but  as  shewing,  from  experience,  what  was  the  sort  of 
even  moral  conduct  which  the  physician,  under  such  deli- 
cate circumstances,  was  bound  to  pursue,  and  would  afford 
to  any  person  a  most  valuable  example  of  what  ought 
to  be  done  under  similar  circumstances.     These  books 
are  the  subject  of  the    present  controversy,   and  the 
question  is,  whether  they  come  under  the  description  of 
things   meant  by  this  clause,   ''  all  and  every  the  books 
in  and  about  my  house  in  Ttiiterden  StrceL**    That  they 
were  books  is  not  denied  :  whether  they  are  to  be  cod«- 
sidered  as  books  coming  under  the  particular  descrip- 
tion, is  the  matter  in  controversy,  it  being  alleged  they 
are  not,  because  they  ought  to  be  considered  as  mere 
loose  memoranda,  put  together  for  the  convenience  of  the 
testator,  in  a  form  in  which  they   were   more   easily 
capable  of  being  consulted,  and  ought  not  to  be  cqi|- 
sidered  in  the  character  of  books ;  and  it  has  been  con- 
tended,  that  under  these  words,  nothing  would  pass 
but  such  printed  books  as  are  in  the  habit  of  being 
sold  in  booksellers'  shops.     Recollecting,  however,  that 
in  this  case  the  legatee  to  whom  these  books  were  given 
was  a  medical  gentleman  engaged  in  the  like  branch  of 
the  profession  as  the  testator  —  was  a  person,  therefore, 

to 
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bom  books  of  this  sort  would  of  necessity  be  most 
uliarly  valuable  •— « a  person  who  might  be  placed  in 
cisely  the  same  circumstances  as  the  testator  was,  and, 
should  be  so,  that  these  books  would  be  of  more 
1  mie  to  to  him  than  they  could  be  to  any  other  person  in 
imstence;  and  taking  these  circumstances  into  consider- 
i^cDn,  which  I  think  I  cannot  avoid  doing,  in  the  con- 
r*  miction  of  this  will,  and  seeing  the  words  are  sufficient 
<:oinprise  these  books,  and  that  the  great  probability 
the  testator,  if  his  attention  had  been  drawn  to  them, 
mild  have  passed  those  books  by  specifically  naming 
-m,  I  think,  (the  words  being  sufficient,)  I  must  con- 
that  those  books  passed  under  that  clause. 


18S8. 


e  next  question  raised  is  about  a  bust  found  in 
tcrden  Street* 


i»i 


vt 


H 


liave  a  little  doubt  about  the  bust.     The  question 
'bether  the  testator  intended  to  pass  it  by  these 
^'  my  household  goods  and  furniture,  pictures, 
^^   linen,  china,  liquors  of  all  sorts   and   brewing 
^^Is,  and   likewise  my  watches  and  personal  orna- 
"^ts.**     Now  I  may  observe  here,  that  unless  it  passed 
er  the  words   ^^  household  goods  and  furniture"  it 
hardly  be  said  to  pass  under  the  words  ^'  pictures, 
te,   linen,   china,   liquors   of  all  sorts  and  brewing 
^•^Is,"  there  being  no  general  words  following  —  no 
h   word  as   "  efiects "  to  give  a  right  to  construe 
'  former  words  more  extensively  and  apply  them  to 
things  ejtudem  generis ;  but  the  words  following  are 
^Od  likewise  my  watches  and  personal  ornaments:"— 
^l  fome  doubt  about  that,  and  I  shall  look  and  see 


^w  fiir  the  authorities  bear  upon  it.     The  inclination 

^*  my  opinion  is,  that  looking  at  the  particular  words  of 

^©  will,  the  bust  does  not  pass.     I  shall  see  how  the 

^thorities  are  on  that  subject. 
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Tbe  next  question  is  as  to  the  personal  ornaments : 
the  words  are  "  my  watches  and  personal  ornaments.'* 
The  question  applies  to  some  few  things  said  to  be  of 
small  value,  viz.  a  tooth-pick  case^  a  pencil-case^  an  eye- 
glass and  a  case  of  instruments,  and,  as  it  is  now  said,  a 
pocket-book.  I  do  not  consider  the  pocket-book  and 
case  of  instruments  personal  ornaments. 


With  respect  to  the  other  things,  they  are  articles 
of  utility;  and  the  question  seems  to  be,  whether  a 
thing  that  is  ornamental  and  capable  of  being  applied 
to  useful  purposes,  is,  or  is  not,  to  be  considered  as  an 
ornament.  I  think  there  was  a  case  in  which  such  a 
point  had  to  be  considered.  There  are  some  things  of 
no  personal  use,  a  common  ring  for  instance,  which 
may  be  set  round  with  diamonds  and  be  of  extreme  value, 
and  yet  of  no  use  except  as  an  ornament;  but  it  may 
be  said,  if  you  convert  that  into  a  signet  ring  and  seal 
letters  with  it,  in  consequence  of  that  useful  purpose  to 
which  it  is  applied,  it  becomes  an  article  of  utility  as 
well  as  of  ornament :  a  shirt  pin  is  equally  useful,  and 
various  things  of  that  sort  might  be  suggested :  a  pencil- 
case  certainly  is  useful  as  containing  the  pencil.  I  think 
there  was  some  decision  in  the  case  I  have  a  recollec- 
tion of,  relative  to  similar  articles,  and,  therefore,  I  shall 
look  to  it;  the  inclination  of  my  opinion  is,  that  though 
tliose  things  were  capable  of  being  connected  with  per- 
sonal use,  yet  they  were  considered  as  personal  orna- 
ments in  the  sense  in  which  the  testator  intended  tbem« 
If  you  come  to  a  minute  definition,  they  may  not  be  so; 
but  at  the  same  time  they  may  be  put  in  such  a  form 
and  appearance  that  the  ornamental  part  is  paramount 
to  the  useful  part,  and  consequently  they  might  pass  as 
ornaments.     I  will  look  for  the  case,  (a) 


(a)  No  judgment  was  given 
on  the  reserved  points,  as,  after 
what  had  fallen  from  the  Court, 


the  solicitors  of  the  parties  inti- 
mated their  desire  of  arraoging 
the  differences. 


-J 
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HOWES  V.  HOWES. 

]M^  this  case  the  Plaintiff  obtained  a  common  injunc-  An  order  nisi 

tion  for  want  of  an  answer;  the  Defendant  put  in  the  common 

answer  on  the  2SdL  oi  January ;  he  did  not,  as  he  injunction, 

i^ht  have  done,  immediately  obtain  an  order  nisi  to  exceptions  to 

issolve  the  injunction,  and  on  the  9th  of  February^  the  ^^^  «nswer 

•'  •^     ,       have  been 

Isuntiff  delivered  exceptions  to  the  answer.    The  Plain-  filed,  is  irre- 
was  bound  to  wait  eight  days  before  he  referred  the  S"  ^^' 
ptions,  and  in  the  meantime,  i.  e.  on  the  15th  of 
Ijruary^  the  Defendant  obtained,  and  on  the  following 
served,  an  order  ni$i  to  dissolve  the  injunction :  on 
18th  of  Febrtiary  the  Plaintiff  obtained  an  order  to 
ar^ff^r  the  exceptions,  and  on  the  21st  he  moved  to  dis- 
crbarge  the  order  71/51  for  irregularity. 

Mr.  James  Russell^  in  support  of  the  motion,  relied  on 
y^^^Uiams  v.  Davis  (a),  where  it  was  held,  that  an  order 
to    dissolve  an  injunction  nisi^  obtained  after  exceptions 
^'^^  to  the  answer,  was  irregular. 

^t.BetheUj  cofitra,  referred  to  the  fifth  order  1828  (i), 

*^^  ^  relied  on  1  Smith's  Chanceiy  Practice  (c),  to  shew  that 

^  case  of  Williams  v.  Davis  was  not  followed  in  prac- 


T.  James  Russell,  in  reply,  cited  Candler  v.  Partings 
^'*  (d)  to  shew  that  the  Plaintiff,  being  in  possession  of 
*^^  injonctiony  could  not  refer  the  exceptions  instanter. 


The 


ifi)  \  Sim.  ^  Shu  S62.  (c)  2  ed.  p.  614. 

ifi)  9  RuMidl^  App.  6.  (d)  6  Mad.  102. 
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feb.  25. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Davis  {a)  it  was  expressly 
decided,  that  it  was  irregular  to  obtain  an  order  nisi  to 
dissolve  an  injunction,  after  exceptions  to  the  answer 
were  filed;  but  a  doubt  having  been  raised,  whether 
that  case  was  decided  in  conformity  with  the  practice  of 
the  Court,  and  it  being  alleged  on  respectable  authority 
that  a  contrary  practice  had  prevailed,  I  thought  it  right 
to  make  enquiries  on  the  subject;  and  in  the  result  I 
am  informed,  that  among  the  officers  of  the  Court,  there 
is  a  general  impression  that  it  is  regular  to  obtain  an 
order  nisi  to  dissolve  an  injunction  after  exceptions  to 
the  answer  are  delivered,  and  that  it  would  be  very  dis- 
advantageous to  the  Defendant  if  the  practice  were 
otherwise;  but  no  satisfactory  evidence  has  been  pro- 
duced to  me,  that  such  practice  has  actually  prevailed 
at  any  time ;  and  considering  that,  under  the  general 
orders,  the  Defendant  is  at  liberty  to  obtain  an  order 
nisi  to  dissolve  the  injunction  as  soon  as  his  answer  is 
filed,  and  before  exceptions  to  it  can  be  delivered,  I 
cannot  say  that  he  appears  to  me  to  have  any  reason  to 
complain  of  hardship,  if,  having  lost  this  advantageous 
position  by  his  own  neglect  in  waiting  till  exceptions  are 
delivered,  he  should  have  still  further  to  wait,  till  the 
exceptions  are  disposed  of,  before  he  recovers  the  same 
position. 


He  may,  at  any  time  after  the  exceptions  are  de- 
livered, obtain  an  order  to  refer  them,  and  if  he  does 
not,  the  Plaintiff  must  obtain  such  order  within  a  very 
limited  time. 


At  the  same  time,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  any 
inconvenience  would  follow  from   allowing  the  course 

which 

(a)  I  Sim.  4^  Slu.262. 
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^hidti  has  been  adopted  by  the  Defendant  in  this  case, 
'lod  some  time  might  be  saved  by  it ;  and  if  the  case  of 
ffiyiiams  v.  Davis  had  not  been  decided,  I  should  not 
havG  been  disposed  to  interfere. 


18  S9. 


ut  I  do  not  think  myself  at  liberty  to  permit  a  vague 

i7otion  (unsupported  by  authorities  or  orders)  of  what 

is  or  ought  to  be  the  practice,  to  prevail  against  a  clear 

authority,  an  adherence  to  which  does  not  appear  to  me 

U>     involve  any  material   inconvenience;  the  disadvan- 

^ous  position,  hi  which  it  is  supposed  the  Defendant 

tJild  be  placed,  would  always  be  avoided  by  his  ap- 

plicrx&tJon  for  an  order  nisi  to  dissolve  the  injunction  as 

as  be  has  put  in  his  answer. 


r\  the  authority  of  Williams  v.  Davis^  I  consider 
tUe   order  which  the  Defendant  has  obtained  to  be  irre* 
^u\a.i*,  and  it  must  therefore  be  discharged. 


GRAY  t;.  GRAY. 

/^N  opening  this  matter,  by  Mr.  Belly  counsel  for  the 

Plaintiff,  it  was  alleged  that,  by  an  order  in  this 

cause,  it  was  ordered,  that  the  freehold  and  leasehold 

estates  of  the  testator  should  be  sold;  that  John  Sidney 

purchased  lot  27. ;  and  that  the  Master's  report,  which 

was  dated  the  12th  of  May  1809,  was  confirmed  by  an 

order  of  the  10th  of  December  1810;  that  a  reference 

to  the  Master,  to  see  if  a  good  title  could  be  made,  was 

made  on  the   15th  oi  January  1811;  and  the  Master 

(no  one  having  attended  for  the  purchaser)  reported, 

on  the  18th  of  November  1811,  that  a  good  title  could 

0  4  be 


L.C. 

1811. 
Dec.  6. 

A  resale  of 
property,  sold 
underadecree, 
ordered,  in 
case  the  pur- 
chuscr  did  not 
pay  his  money 
into  court 
within  a  given 
time;  and  the 
purchaser 
ordered,  in 
that  case,  to   * 
make  good  the 
deficiency  and 
to  pay  ttie 
costs  of  all  the 
proceeding!}. 
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be  made :  that  this  report  bad  been  confirmed  nisi  on 
the  28th  o(  November  1811. 

On  hearing  the  orders,  the  report  and  an  affidavit  of 
service,  his  Lordship  now  ordered,  that  the  report  of 
the  Master  should  be  absolutely  confirmed,  and  that 
John  Sidnej/  should  pay  the  costs  of  this  application^ 
and  all  other  costs  incurred  in  confirming  the  said  John 
Sidney  as  purchaser  of  the  said  premises  and  com- 
pelling him  to  complete  the  purchase  thereof;  and  that 
he  should,  on  or  before  the  20th  of  January  1812,  pay 
51 5L  into  Court;  *^  and  in  default  of  the  said  John  Sid- 
neys paying  the  said  sum  of  515/.  into  the  Bank,  by 
the  time  aforesaid,  it  was  ordered  that  the  said  pre- 
mises should  be  resold,  with  the  approbation  of  the 
said  Master,  to  the  best  purchaser  or  purchasers  that 
could  be  got  for  the  same;  and  in  case  the  said  pre- 
mises should  not  be  resold  for  so  much  monev  as  the 
sum  of  515/.,  it  was  ordered  that  the  Master  should 
tax  the  costs  of  such  resale ;  and  it  was  ordered,  that 
the  said  John  Sidney  should  pay  the  deficiency  between 
the  said  sum  of  515/.  and  what  the  said  premises  should 
be  resold  for  at  such  resale,  to  be  ascertained  by  the 
said  Master,  into  the  Bank:  and  it  was  ordered  th^t 
the  said  John  Sidney  should  pay  the  costs  of  such  re- 
sale, when  taxed."  {a) 


(a)  An  abstract  of  the  order 
in  this  case,  which  is  stated  in 
2  Smith's  Chancery  Practice jQ05»^ 
by  the  name  of  Sanders  v.  Gray^ 
is  printed,  in  consequence  of  its 
having  been  relied  on  in  Shall- 
cross  V.  Hibbertson.  Rolls, 
Feb.  3.  and  March  6.  1839.   Mr. 


Lovat,  in  support  of  the  appli- 
cation; Mr.  Pemberton^  contrtL  In 
the  latter  case,  however,  an  order 
was,  after  argument,  made»-by 
arrangement  between  the  pardes, 
to  discharge  the  purchaser,  and 
that  the  costs  should  be  costs  in 
the  cause. 
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HAIGH  V.  GRATTAN.  ^:^- 

1839. 
March  22. 

TJY  the  decree^  dated  in  February  1837j  it  was  or-  A  receiver 
■■^  dered,  that  the  Master  should  appoint  a  proper  ^{^^^ 
person  to  collect  and  get  in  the  outstanding  personal  get  in  the  out- 
estate  of  the  testator,  and  should  make  him  an  allow-  ^p  ^^  testator, 

ance  in  respect  of  his  coUectincr  such  personal  estate.        the  Court  gave 
■^  °  '^  leave  to  a 

part^  who  was 

A  receiver  was  accordingly  appointed,  who  entered  ^   ^"^j^^^t^ 

into  the  usual  recognizances  for  the  sum  of  244<5/.  the  estate  into 

Court  to  do 
so,  in  order  to 
The  personal  estate  in  England  consisted  of  half  a  save  the 

mortgage  debt  for  3990/.  and  arrears  of  interest.  which  would 

have  been  in- 

The  testator  had  certain  life  annuities,  secured  upon  jJJ^pg^j 

estates  in  Ireland^  and  by  policies  of  the  Royal  Ex-  through  the 

change  Assurance  for  the  sums  of  2769/*  and  ^307/.}  receiver. 

the  policies  for  which  were  in  the  Master's  office.     The 

life  having  dropped,  these  sums  became  payable* 

A  petition  was  presented  by  the  Plaintiffs,  praying 
a  reference  to  the  Master,  to  see  if  the  receiver  should 
give  any  further  security  to  be  answerable  for  what  he 
should  receive  in  respect  of  the  policies ;  and  if  the  said 
Master  should  so  find,  then  that  further  security  might 
be  given  accordingly. 

A  cross-petition  was  presented  by  some  of  the  De- 
fendants, stating  that  the  Assurance  Company  were 
willing  to  pay  the  money  into  Court,  and  praying 
that  they  might  be  at  liberty  so  to  do,  whereby  the 
poundage,  amounting  to  253/.,  and  other  expenses, 
would  be  saved. 

Mr. 


Slot 
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Haigh 

v. 

Grattak. 


Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  E.  Lloyd^  in  support  of  the  first 
petition,  said  that  the  petition  had  been  presented  on 
the  supposition  that  the  receiver  was  entitled  to  receive 
the  amount  of  these  policies ;  and  that  it  would  be  unjust 
to  deprive  a  receiver  of  the  benefit  of  his  poundage  on 
a  portion  of  the  estate,  because  that  part  could  be  col- 
lected with  greater  facility  than  the  rest,  and  thus  throw 
on  a  receiver  the  burthen  of  collecting  that  part  only 
of  the  estate,  respecting  which  there  was  a  difficulty; 
that  the  order  for  a  receiver,  being  part  of  the  decree, 
could  not  be  altered  by  petition. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Crawfbrd^  contri  and  in 
support  of  the  second  petition. 

The  receiver  did  not  appear. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  he  could  not 
conceive  that  the  receiver  had  such  a  vested  right  to 
collect  the  whole  estate  as  seemed  claimed  in  this  case; 
that  parties  were  not  to  create  a  difficulty,  or  to  refuse 
to  avail  themselves  of  the  facility  of  having  the  money 
brought  into  Court  without  any  expense,  in  order  that 
the  receiver  might  obtain  a  poundage. 


April  1 7. 

An  increased 
allowance  for 
maintenance 
made  out  of 
the  properly 
of  infants,  for 
the  purpose  of 
supporting 
their  parents 
who  were  in 
great  indi- 
gence. 


ALLEN  V.  COSTER. 

riiHE  testatrix,  by  her  will,  dated  in  1828,  expressed 
"*"  herself  as  follows  :  —  "I  give  to  my  executors  and 
trustees  hereinafter  named  and  the  survivors  or  survivor 
of  them  the  principal  sum  of  6000/.  new  4  per  cent,  an- 
nuities, in  trust  to  pay  the  dividends,  interest  and  pro- 
duce thereof,  from  time  to  time  as  the  same  shall  become 
due  and  be  received,  unto  George  Alleuj  of  Northlon^ 

labourer. 
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labourer)  to  be  applied  iy  him  for  the  maintenance  and 
tiucaiian  rf George  Allen  the  younger  and  Elizabeth  AUen^ 
ibe  son  and  daughter  of  the  said  George  Alleti^  of  North- 
tmtj  until  the  said  Elizabeth  Allen  shall  have  attained 
the  full  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  upon  trust  that 
my  sud  executors  and  trustees  and  the  sunrivors  and 
sarnvor  of  them  do  and  shall  pay  and  divide  the  said 
sata  of  6000/.  new  4  per  cent,  annuities,  afler  setting 
apart  so  much  thereof  as  will  produce  the  two  several 
Bums  of  S0&  a  year  each,  which  I  have  hereinafter  given 
to  the  said  George  All-en  and  to  Hope  Alien  his  wife  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  for  their  lives,  unto  and  equally 
between  the  said  George  Allen  the  younger  and  Eliza^ 
heth  AUeUj  for  their  absolute  use  and  benefit;  and  if 
either  of  them,  the  said  George  Allen  the  younger  and 
Elizobeth  Allen  should  happen  to  die  before  the  said 
Eliiabeih  Allen  shall  attain  her  said  age  of  twenty-one 
J^Mrs,  then  I  give  the  full  part  of  him  or  her  so  dying 
tothesarvivor  of  them  the  said  George  Allen  the  younger 
and  BUzabeth  Allen,  when  and  as  soon  as  he  or  she  shall 
attam  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  as  soon  as  the 
said  Elizabeth  Allen  shall  have  attained  the  said  age  of 
twwty-one  years,  or  in  the  event  of  her  death,  then 
when  and  as  soon  as  the  said  George  Allen  the  younger 
shall  have  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  whereby 
the  payment  of  the  dividends  or  interest  to  the  said 
Gem^  Allen  the  father  will  cease,  then  and  from  thence- 
forth I  direct  my  said  executors  and  trustees  and  the 
surnvors  and  survivor  of  them,  to  pay  the  said  George 
ABen  the  father,  for  and  dAring  the  term  of  his  natural 
lik,  and  also  to  pay  to  the  said  Hope  AUen^  for  and 
daring  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  an  annuity  or  clear 
jearly  sum  of  20/.  each,  to  be  paid  to  them  respectively, 
bj  equal  half-yearly  payments,  out  of  the  dividends 
wkich  will  become  due  on  the  said  new  4  per  cent,  an- 
Doities  half-yearly  at  the  Bank  of  England ;  and  upon 

the 
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the  decease  of  the  said  George  Allen  the  father  and 
Hope  Allen  his  wife,  I  direct  the  said  annuities  of  20/. 
given  to  him  or  her  who  shall  so  die  shall  go  and  be 
paid  to  the  survivor  or  longest  liver  of  them  the  said 
George  Allen  the  father  and  Hope  Alien :  then  I  direct 
that  the  said  stocks  or  funds  which  shall  have  been  so 
set  apart  for  securing  payment  of  the  said  annuity, 
together  with  all  dividends  and  interest  (if  any)  then 
due  or  growing  due  thereon,  shall  be  paid  to  and  equally 
divided  between  the  said  George  Allai  the  younger  and 
Elizabeth  Allen,  in  case  they  shall  have  attained  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  or  to  the  survivor  of  them,  in  case 
either  of  them  shall  have  died  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years." 


The  testatrix  died  in  1829.  George  Allen  the  elder 
was  a  person  of  low  circumstances,  being  a  common 
bricklayer's  labourer,  and  in  consequence  of  the  mis- 
conduct of  himself  and  wife,  the  guardianship  of  his 
children,  who  were  both  infants,  had  been  committed, 
by  the  Court,  to  other  persons. 

The  fund  now  consisted  of  6000/.  new  3  per  cent,  an- 
nuities, the  sum  of  512/.  I85.  4{/.  bank  3  per  cent,  annui- 
ties and  25/.  95.  cash. 


George  Allen  the  elder  and  Hope  his  wife  presented 
this  petition  in  the  cause,  submitting,  **  that  upon 
the  true  construction  of  the  said  testatrix's  will,  they 
were  entitled,  during  the  minorities  of  the  said  uifant 
Plaintiffs,  to  the  dividends  which  had  accrued  and  the 
accruing  and  future  dividends  on  the  said  6000/.  bank 
annuities,  from  the  death  of  the  said  testatrix,  during 
the  minorities  of  the  said  infant  Plaintiffs,  after  properly 
providing  for  their  maintenance,  education  and  bring- 
ing up." 

The 
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Tbe  parents  were  in  a  state  of  great  indigence,  and 
kept  fVom  the  parish  by  a  person  who  charitably  allowed 
them  10s.  A  week,  until  their  rights  on  this  petition  had 
been  determined. 


Mr*  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Rogers^  in  support  of  the 
petition,  contended,  that  tliis  was  a  gift  to  the  parents 
sabjecC  to  a  trust  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  the 
children,  and  that  the  surplus,  afler  the  performance  of 
'those  trusts,  belonged  to  the  parents  [a) ;  and  they  relied 
on  the  case  of  Heysham  v.  Heysham  {b)  to  shew  that  the 
Coart  might  extend  the  allowance  to  the  infants,  in 
order  to  support  the  parents. 

Mr.  Pemberlon  and  Mr.  Birdj  contra. 

Mr.  Willcock^  for  the  executors. 


The  Master  qfthe  Rolls.  I  think  this  is  a  case  in 
wbich  the  Court  can  increase  the  maintenance  of  the 
children  for  the  support  of  their  parents ;  I  feel  reluctant 
in  doing  it,  for  the  conduct  of  the  parents  has  been  of 
the  worst  kind;  but  I  think,  that  without  saying  any 
thing  as  to  the  construction  of  the  will,  I  may  give  to 
the  in&nts  the  benefit  of  the  income  of  the  property,  so 
as  to  assist  the  parents :  To  do  so  is  evidently  for  the 
i^efit  of  the  infants  themselves. 


(fl)  See  Andrews  ▼•  Partington^ 
<Gnr,S83.  Hambley  y.  Giibart^ 


{b)  1  Coot,  17  9. 
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May  22. 

Notice  of 
motion  was 
given  for  the 
payment  of 
money  into 
court,  but  the 
notice  did  not 
proceed  to 
state  that  an 
application 
would  be 
made  for  its 
investment; 
one  of  the 
parties  did  not 
appear  on  the 
motion;  Held, 
that  no  order 
for  investment 
of  the  fund 
could  be 
made. 


ROBINSON  V.  WOOD. 

^T^HIS  was  a  motion  that  two  of  the  Defendants,  who 
"^    were  executors,  might  pay  a  sum  of  money  into 
court ;  but  the  notice  made  no  mention  of  the  invest- 
ment of  the  money  when  paiid  in. 

The  motion  coming  on,  one  of  the  Defendants  did  not 
appear,  and  the  order  was  made  against  him  on  his 
default 

Mr.  Pemberton  asked  that  the  money,  when  paid  in, 
might  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  consols. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  It  is  generally  considered, 
as  a  matter  of  course,  to  have  money  invested  when  paid 
into  court ;  but  I  recollect  that  when  there  were  great 
fluctuations  in  the  price  of  the  stocks,  it  was  very  far 
from  being  a  matter  of  course,  the  investment  being 
then  very  often  productive  of  serious  inconvenience;  as 
the  motion  does  not  refer  to  the  subject,  I  cannot,  in 
the  absence  of  one  of  the  Defendants,  make  any  order 
as  to  investing  the  money  when  paid  in. 
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GREEN  V.  HOLDEN.  June  is. 

HIS  was  a  petition  praying  that  a  person  might  be  A  mortgagee 
appointed,  in  the  place  of  John  Cleveland  Greeny  to  ^^^  ^^the° 

join  the  petitioner,   William  Henry  Green^  and  the  De-  juriwliction : 

"L     ,  --  ,  -ni  .  7        •      1  o        ^  •      Held,  that  the 

fendant,  Howard  Fletcher^  m  the  conveyance  ot  certain  ^3^^  ^33  ^^^ 

freehold  and  copyhold  property.  ^'llj*"  ^^^ 

the4&5ff'.4! 
It  appeared  that,  in  1829,  certain  trust  monies  held  c  25.,  or  the 

by  John  Cleveland  Green^   William  Henry  Green  and  c.69. 

Htrward  Fletcher^  were  advanced,  on  mortgage,  to  Samuel 

Fletcher  and  Richard  Wcstley  Fletcher^  and  the  freehold 

and  copyhold  property  in  question  was  conveyed  by  way 

of  mortgage  to  the  three  trustees  accordingly. 

By  the  decree  in  this  suit,  which  was  instituted  by 
J(An  Cleveland  Green  and  William  Henjy  Green^  the 
property  was  directed  to  be  sold,  for  the  purpose  of 
discharging  the  mortgage,  wherein  all  proper  parties 
to  join  as  the  Master  should  direct.  The  property 
sold  accordingly,  and  the  purchases  confirmed  by 
the  Court. 

The  purchasers  requiring  conveyances,  and  John 
Cleveland  Green  being  permanently  resident  in  Canada^ 
this  petition  was  presented  for  the  purpose  above  stated, 
on  the  supposition  that  the  case  came  within  one  of  the 
statutes  of  1  W.  4.  c.  60.,  4ah5W.^.  c.  23.,  and  1  & 
2  Vici.  c.  69. 

Mr.  Pemberion  in  support  of  the  petition. 

T/ie  Master  oj  the  Rolls  declined  making  any  order 

on  the  petition. 

Mr. 
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18S9.  Mr.  Parry,  who  was  with  Mr.  Pemberton^  after 

called  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  £.rj[7ar^^  Wkitto 
where  his  Lordship  had  held,  that  mortgagees  an 
heirs  of  mortgagees  were  within  the  eighth  sect; 
1  W.  4.  c.  60.,  explained  by  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  23.  s.  2. 
also  referred  to  Re  WiUson.  (b)  He  admitted,  hov 
that  this  case  did  not  come  within  1  &  2  VicL  c.  6£ 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  still  declined  to  mak 
order,  saying,  that  doubt  had  arisen  respecting  the 
which  he  had  made  in  Ex  parte  Whitton^  and  thi 
act  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  69.  had  passed  for  the  purpo 
declaring  that  the  summary  jurisdiction  was  giv< 
cases  where  mortgagees  died  seised  of  the  land  wi 
having  been  in  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents. 
parte  Whitton  was  founded  on  the  supposition  thi 
8th  section  of  the  1  W.  4.  c.  60.,  taken  in  conn< 
with  the  4  &  5  W.^.c.  23.,  applied  to  mortgage 
well  as  trustees ;  but  the  act  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  69.  fa 
declared  that  the  stat.  1  W.  4.  c.  60.  and  4  &  5 
c.  23.  should  not  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  ci 
mortgagees  dying  seised  of  land  except  those  exp 
provided  for,  appeared  to  him  at  the  same  time  to 
elude  the  extension  of  the  effect  of  the  8th  sect! 

1  W.  4.  c.  60.,  by  construction,  to  any  other  ca 
mortgage.      He  had  been  informed  by  the  Vice-4 
cellor  that  it  had  been  submitted  to  him  that  the 
of  section  S.  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  69.  was  to  repeal  th 
section  of  the  1  IV.  4.  c.  60.,  and  he,  the  Master 
Rolls,  had  stated,  that  in  his  opinion  sect.  3.  c 

2  Vict.  c.  69.  had  no  such  effect.  There  was  a  i 
prehension  if  he  had  been  supposed  to  state  tba 
same  enactment  did  not  affect  the  construction  ' 
had  previously  been  put  upon  the  8th  section  of  1 
c.  60. 

{a)  1  Keen^  S80.  {b)  8  Simons,  392. 
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He  Earl  of  ILCHESTER  v.  The  Earl  of  2far«*  s.  is. 

CARNARVON. 

i 

■  THE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  devisees  The  testator 
of  an  estate,  which  was  subject  to  a  mortgage,  were  ^J^)|m|^^^  b* 
^  take  it  cum  onere^  or  whether  the  mortgage  was  to  be  demise:  he 

^^^chaiged  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator.         ctevhed  one  of 

them  (the 
^  Bluniden\ 

It  will  be  convenient  to  state,  that  the  names  of  the  while  the 

^^»t  three  Earls  of  Cormintwn  were /foiry,flbiryGforg^,  ^^^^^ 

^^  Henry  Jokn  George^  the  present  Earl.  descended  on 

T     his  heir ;  and 
*  ,  ^"  he  devised  aU 

^^  estates  (except  the  Bluntden  and  Martian),  and  bequeathed  his  personal  estate  to 
^^  bar, subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.    The  heir  afterwards  coTcnanted  to  ex- 
^^ttHetbe  Bluntden  estate  from  the  mortgage,  and  he  subsequently  joined  in  a  deed, 
^    liy,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  mortgagee,  who  was  satisfied  that  the  Martton 
WIS  a  sufficient  securi^,  the  term,  as  to  the  Martton  estate  alone,  was  trans- 
to  trustees  to  secure  the  mortgage  money.    The  heir  by  his  will  devised  the 
,^^_     !«  estate  specifically,  upon  certain  trusts,  and  he  gave  all  his  other  real  and 
C*}"***!  estate  to  his  eldest  son,  **  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  the 
^^^Bient  of  all  his  contracts  and  obligations :"  Held,  that  the  devisees  of  the 
^J^^'vtoa  estate  took  it  subject  to  the  mortgage,  and  were  not  entitled  to  have  it 
^^^^'Doited  ont  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  second  testator. 

VouL  P 


i 
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1839.  In  FehMory  1808,  Henry  Earl  of  Carnarvon^  the  first 

^;j^"V'^    testator,  being  seised  of  the  Blunsden  estate,  purchased 
Ilchester     an  estate  called  the  Marston  estate ;  to  accomplish  this  he 

The£   I   f    l^o^o^^^  ASU^of^^OO^*^^^^^'^^^^'^''^^!^^^^^^^^^ 
Caanaavon.    Charles  Herbert ;  and  by  an  indenture  of  the  17th  ol 

February  1808,  he  demised  both  the  Marston  and  the 
Bbinsden  estates  to  Lord  Romney  and  Charles  Herbert^ 
by  way  of  mortgage,  for  a  term  of  2000  years,  for  securing 
the  8400/. ;  and  he  further  secured  that  sum  by  his  bond 
and  covenant.  He  had  previously  to  these  transactions 
made  his  will,  dated  the  29th  of  September  1803,  hj 
which  he  devised  the  Blunsden  estate  to  his  son  Charles 
Herbert  for  life,  with  remainder  over  to  the  children  oi 
Charles  Herbert ;  and  he  gave  and  bequeathed  all  his  ma- 
nors and  hereditaments,  except  the  Blunsden  estate,  and 
also  all  his  personal  estate  and  effects  to  Henry  George, 
afterwards  Earl  of  Carnarvon^  subject  to  the  payment 
of  his  debts,  and  of  the  legacies  thereby  given. 

The  first  testator,  Henry  Earl  of  Carnarvon^  died  in 
1811,  and  his  will  was  proved  by  Henry  George^  Earl 
of  Carnarvon^  who  then  became  entitled  to  all  the  real 
estate  of  the  testator,  except  the  Blunsden  estate,  and 
also  to  his  residuary  personal  estate,  which  was  men 
than  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts  and  legacies.  The 
Marston  estate,  however,  did  not  pass  by  the  will,  but 
descended  to  Henry  George^  Earl  of  Carnarvon,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  testator  not  having  republished  his  will 
after  the  purchase  of  that  estate. 

Augusta  Elizabeth  Herbert,  the  only  child  of  the  testa- 
tor's son  Charles  Herbert,  became,  after  his  death,  entitled 
to  the  Blunsden  estate;  and  by  the  settlement  executed  on 
her  marriage,  dated  the  8th  of  May  1824,  the  Bbmsde% 
estate  was  conveyed  to  Henry  George,  Earl  oiCarrnaroon., 
and  the  Earl  of  JRosslyn,  upon  trust  to  sell,  and  to  hold  the 

produa 
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prodace  on  the  trusts  therein  mentioned;  and  Henry       1839. 

Greorge^  Earl  of  Carnarvon^   thereby  covenanted   with    ,!!^V*T^^ 
_  "^  The  Earl  of 

James^  £arl  of  Bosslyn^  his  heirs,  executors,  adminis-    Ilchester 
trators,  and  assigns,  that  he,  Henry  George^  Earl  of   rj^  gV.   - 
Ctrrmarvonj  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  would,   Caenabvon. 
^^hen  and  as  any  sale  should  take  place  of  the  Blunsden 
estate,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  procure  a  discharge  of  the 
manor  and  hereditaments  from  all  principal  money 

interest  due  on  the  mortgage :  to  the  intent  that  the 
purcdiasers  of  such  parts  thereof  as  might  be  sold,  and 
the  trustees  of  such  parts  thereof  as  might  not  be  sold, 
nugfat,  at  the  costs  of  the  purchasers,  or  of  such  trust 
estate,  be  enabled  to  procure  a  surrender  or  assignment 
^^  the  said  mortgage  term  of  2000  years :  and  also  that 
"^  the  said  Henry  George^  Earl  of  Carnarvon^  his  heirs, 
:€cators  and  administrators,  would  from  time  to  time, 

at  all  times  thereafter,  protect,  exonerate  and  keep 
^^cSemnified  the  said  manors  and  hereditaments,  and  the 
^^"^istees,  tenants,  owners  and  persons  entitled  of  and  in 
^^same,  from  all  principal  money  and  interest  then 
Aix«  by  virtue  of  the  same  mortgage,  and  from  all  actions, 
^'^^ts,  claims  or  demands  in  consequence  of  the  nonpay- 
"•ent  thereof. 

Bmry  George^  Earl  of  Camarvony  the  second  testator, 
^  lus  will  dated  in  September  1821,  left  all  the  real  and 
f^Tsonal  estate  of  which  he  might  be  possessed  at  his 
death  to  his  son  Henry  John  George^  afterwards  Earl  of 
t^Rorcioii,  subject,  however,  both  as  to  the  real  and  per- 
gonal estates,  to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  the  fulfilment  of 
^  contracts  and  obligations,  payment  of  annuities  with 
^'liidi  he  was  chargeable,  and  his  ftineral  expenses,  and 
^  mlgect  to  all  legacies  which  he  might  give  by  his 
^  or  any  codicil. 

Be  made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  10th  of 
^  1824,  and  thereby  gave  and  devised  unto  the 

P  2  Pkiintifl6, 
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18S9.  Plaintiffs,  the  Earl  of  Hchester^  and  Algernon  Herbert, 
't^^^T^-  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  cer- 
Ilchester     tain  freehold  and  leasehold  estates  therein  mentioned. 

The  Earl  of  co"^P^^i"g9  amongst  others,  the  messuage,  lands  and 
Cabnabyon.  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  thereinbefore  recited  in- 
dentures of  the  15th  and  16th  February  1808,  to  hold 
to  the  last-named  Plaintiffs,  their  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same, 
and  out  of  the  monies  to  arise  by  such  -sale,  or  to  be 
accumulated  as  thereinafter  directed,  to  invest,  in  the 
manner  therein  mentioned,  so  much  as  would  produce 
the  yearly  sum  of  300/.,  and  to  pay  the  same,  by  quarterly 
payments,  to  the  said  testator's  daughter  Hcurriett, 
afterwards  Lady  Harriett  Stapleton^  during  her  life,  or 
so  long  as  she  should  continue  sole  and  unmarried ;  and 
after  her  decease  or  marriage,  the  same  to  sink  into 
and  be  considered  as  part  of  the  fund  thereinafter  di- 
rected to  accumulate;  and  until  sale  of  the  said  pre- 
mises, the  testator  directed  the  Plaintiffs,  the  Earl 
of  Hckester,  and  A.  Herbert^  to  pay  the  said  yearly 
'  sum  of  300/.  to  the  said  testator's  said  daughter  for 
her  life,  or  until  her  marriage,  out  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  said  estates ;  and  the  said  testator  directed 
that  the  residue  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said 
estates  and  premises,  until  sale  thereof,  should  remain 
in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiffs,  the  Earl  of  Ilchester, 
and  A.  Herbert^  and  to  be  invested  by  them  as  therein 
mentioned,  until  the  same  should  amount  to  5000/!.; 
and  then  and  so  often,  or  sooner,  if  desirable  pur- 
chases should  offer,  such  sum,  or  so  much  thereof  as 
should  have  been  accumulated  or  be  requisite  to  effect 
such  purchases,  should  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
lands  of  inheritance,  situate  as  therein  mentioned ;  such 
lands,  when  purchased,  to  be  subject  to  the  same  uses 
and  trusts  as  the  said  testator's  settled  estates  in  Hants 
and  Berks  ;  and  after  the  sales  of  the  said  estates  thereby 

devised 
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devised  for  the  purpose  of  sale  as  aforesaid,  the  said        18S9. 
testator,  by  his  said  codicil,  directed  that  the  residue  of    ^f^X   .    *. 
the  monies  to  arise  by  such  sale,  after  providing  for  the     Ilchkster 
peyment  of  the  said  yearly  sum  to  the  said  testator's    j.^^^  £^j,|  ^f 
said    daughter,  should  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  Caemaevom. 
lands  in  the  counties  of  Hants  or  Berks ;  such  lands, 
when  purchased,  to  be  subject  to  the  same  uses  and 
trusts  as  the  said  testator's  settled  estates  in  the  said 
coanties;  and  until  such  purchases  should  be  found, 
the    said   testator  directed  the  Plaintiffs,  the  Earl  of 
Ikkester,  and  A.  Herbert^  to  invest  the  monies  to  arise 
by  such   sale,   and   the  accruing  interest   thereof,   in 
the  manner  therein  mentioned;     And  the  said  testator 
^reby  directed,  that  in  case  it  should  happen,  by  sale, 
mortgage  or  other  disposition  of  the  said  devised  estates 
sod  premises  in  his  lifetime,  the  same   should  be  in- 
sufficient to  provide  for  the   said  annuity  to  the  said 
testator's  said  daughter,  the  said  annuity  should  abate 
in  proportion,  and  not  be  chargeable  upon  any  other 
purt  of  his  said  real  and  personal  estate ;  but  he  directed 
the  Plaintiffs,  the  Earl  of  Hchester^  and  A  HerbeH^  to 
use  their  best  endeavours  to  provide  for  the  said  annuity 
tt&r  as  the  said  devised  estates  would  enable  them,  and 
in  any  manner  they  might  think  fit  and  proper. 

On  the  9th  of  July  1830,  a  deed  was  executed  between 

^fcwai  UOylet/j  in  whom  the  mortgage  term  of  2000 

ywwhad  become  vested,  of  the  first  part;  Henry  Oeorge^ 

^^o{ Carnarvon^  of  the  second  part;  Algernon  Her^ 

^  who  was  the  person  entitled  to  the  money  secured 

by  the  mortgage,  of  the  third  part ;  and  Francis  New^ 

fUH  Rogers^  and  George  O.  Lempriere^  of  the  fourth 

part:  and  thereby,  after  reciting  that  the  sum  of  8S04/., 

then  remaining  due  on  the  security  of  the  indenture  of  the 

1 7th  of  FAruary  1 808,  was  the  proper  money  of  Algernon 

P  3  Herbert, 
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18S9.       Herbert^  who  had  requested  ITumasiyOyl^jf  to  assign  the 

TTie^ariof    ^*™®  ^  ^'^^  *^^  ^*  "^* ^^^^^ ^^^ ^*  ^*  L^^priere ;  and 
iLCHssTEa     that  Algernon  Herbert^  being  satisfied  that  the  landsi 

The  Earl  of  ^^^^^^  ^  MarsUm  were  an  ample  security  for  the  sum 
Cabna&yon.  of  83042.  and  interest,  it  had  been  agreed  that  the  other 
premises  comprised  in  the  said  mortgage  should  not 
be  assigned  to  JFl  N*  Sogers  and  G.  O.  Lempriere ;  it 
was  witnessed  that,  for  the  considerations  therein  men- 
tioned,  Thomas  UOyUy  assigned  unto  F.  N.  Rogers  and 
G.  O.  Lemprierej  their  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  the  sum  of  8304/,  then  remaining  due  on  the 
mortgage,  and  all  interest  thereon;  to  hold  the  same 
unto  jP.  N.  Rogers  and  G.  O*  hempriere^  their  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns :  and  Thomas  IfOyley  there- 
by assigned  unto  F.  N.  Refers  and  G.  O.  Lempriere^ 
their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  the  Marston 
estate  for  the  then  residue  of  the  term  of  2000  years, 
created  by  the  said  indenture  of  the  17th  of  February 
1808,  subject  to  such  equity  of  redemption  as  the  same 
premises  were  then  subject  or  liable,  by  virtue  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  indenture. 

The  testator,  Henry  George^  died  in  April  1833,  and 
his  will  was  proved  by  the  present  Earl,  who  being 
entitled  thereto  under  the  will,  possessed  himself  of  the 
testator's  assets. 

The  testator's  daughter,  Lady  Harriet^  died  in  1836. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Earl  of  Ilchester  and  Algernon 
Herbertj  the  trustees,  and  by  Lord  Porchesier,  the  eldest 
son  of  the  present  Earl  of  Carnarvon^  stating  that  SSOitL 
remained  due  on  the  mortgage  (100/.  having  been  paid 
off  by  Henry  George,  Earl  of  Carnarvon),  and  insisting 
that  the  Marston  estate  had  been  devised  to  the  trustees 
freed  from  the  mortgage  debt  of  8304/.  and  interest,  and 

that 
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.X.  the  Fkintiffi  were  entitled  to  have  it  paid  out  of 

^neral  personal  estate  of  the  second  testator,  Henry 

K7^9  Earl  of  Camaroon^  or,  in  case  of  its  insuffi* 

xmcy,  out  of  the  real  estate  devised  to  the  present 

I;  and  the  bill  prayed  accordingly. 
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1839. 


The  Earl  of 
Ilchestia 

V, 

The  Earl  of 

CAaNABYON. 


r.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  T.  H.  Hall,  for  the  Plun* 


X3nder  the  trosts  of  the  will  of  the  late  Earl^  the 
^'•sUm    estate   is   now  saleable;  and   the    question 
."^preen  the  parties  is»  whether  the  personal  estate  of 
last  Earlj  possessed  by  the  present  Earl,  is  or  not 
to  pay  off  the  mortgage  on  the  Marston  estate,  so 
to  leave  the  whole  produce  of  that  estate   to  be 
upon  the  trusts  of  the  settled  real  estate: 
the  limitations  of  the  settled  estates,  the  question 
oonts  to  this,  whether  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  the 
of  8S00/.  absolutely,  or  for  life  only. 


at 


e  debt,  it  is  admitted,  was  originally  the  debt  of 
first  testator,  who  mortgaged  the  Marston  and  the 
estates  for  securing  it;  he  specially  devised 
Ebmsden  estate,  and  the  other  estate  descended  to 
George,  to  whom  the  testator  had  bequeathed 
personal  estate  subject  to  the  payments  of  his  debts 
legacies.    What  was  the  position  of  the  property 
the  death  of  the  first  testator  ?    The  owner  of  the 
voudkn  estate  had  clearly  an  equity   to  have  the 
\^^:3rtgage  paid  out  of  the  personal  and  the  descended 
e^-^jites;    so  that  Henry  George,  having  assets,   was 
^^"^^imd  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  on  the  Blunsden  estate^ 
^^  in  exonerating  that  estate  from  the  mortgage,  he  must 
^  the  same  time  have  exonerated  the  Marston  esXjBitQ. 
fit  had  not  therefore  the  power  of  exercising  an  option, 

P  4  as 
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18S9.       as  in  Scott  v.  Beecher  (a),  but  was  bound  in  equity  to 
r^^^^^f  discharge  the  mortgage.     The  real  and  personal  estate 
Ilchester     did  not  in  this  case,  as  in  Scott  v.  Beecher^  wholly  centre 
The  Earl  of   ^^  ^^^  person,  but  part  of  the  real  estate  was  devised 
Caanaayon.  away:    and   therefore  that  authority  does  not   apply. 
Being  subject  then  to  an  equitable  obligation,  he  en- 
tered into  a  personal  covenant  for  the  discharge  of  the 
mortgage ;  and  he  bequeathed  hb  personal  estate  to  the 
Defendant,  expressly  subject  to  that,  amongst  other 
^^  contracts  and  obligations."     He  adopted  the  debt, 
which  he  was  in  equity  bound  to  discharge,  and  his 
personal  estate  is  therefore  primarily  liable  to  pay  it. 

The  trusts  on  which  the  testator  devised  the  MarsUm 
estate  might  have  required  the  whole  undiminished 
rents ;  and  this  too  shews  an  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  testator,  that  that  estate  should  be  exonerated  out 
of  his  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  E.  J.  LUydf  contra. 

The  general  rule  is  this,  that  if  an  estate  be  subject 
to  a  mortgage  which  is  created  by  the  testator,  who 
specifically  devises  the  estate,  the  devisee  is  entitled  to 
have  it  exonerated  out  of  the  descended  and  personal 
estate;  but  if  the  debt^be  not  a  debt  contracted  by  the 
testator,  then  the  devisee  takes  it  cum  onercj  and  is 
not  entitled  to  have  an  exoneration  out  of  the  personal 
or  descended  estate. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  Henry  George^  £arl  of 
Carnarvon^  was  bound  to  exonerate  the  Blunsden  estate 
out  of  the  Marston  estate,  which  descended ;  but  this 
was  a  derivative  and  not  a  primary  obligation.  The 
obligation  was  not  personal,  but  affected  the  estate  only; 

and 

{a)  S  Mad.  96. 
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he  was  therefore  in  the  same  situation  as  the  de-        1889. 

and  executrix  in  Scott  v.  Beecher,     If  the  case    ,^1^"^"^- 

A  be  ifjftrl  cmT 

here)  independent  of  any  subsequent  dealing,  it     Ilchrbtik 
olear  that  the  devisees  in  trust  would  take  the  Marston    .p.    ^,  ^^ 
subject  to  the  mortgage.  Ca&mabyok. 

s  to  the  subsequent  transactions,  the  covenant  of 
Henry  George^  Earl  of  Carnarvon^  which  was  merely  to 
exonerate  the  Bbrnden  estate,  did  not  operate  as  an 
adoption  by  him  personally,  of  the  debt  of  his  testator; 
neither  would  a  bond  or  covenant  to  pay  the  amount 
have  had  that  effect;  Barham  v.  The  Earl  ofThanet.  {a) 
Tliere,  Sir  John  Leach  laid  down  the  law  in  these 
^ords,  **  If  an  estate  descend  to  the  heir  subject  to  a 
niortgage,  and  he  become  a  party  to  an  assignment  of  the 
mortgage^  and  by  deed  or  covenant  contract  with  the 
assignee  to  pay  the  amount  due,  he  does  not  thereby 
°^ake  it  his  personal  debt,  as  between  his  heir  and  exe- 
cutor :  as  between  these  parties,  the  mortgaged  estate 
remains  the  primary  fund  for  the  pajonent  of  the  mort- 
gage debt,  and  the  bond  or  covenant  of  the  heir  of  the 
OEiortgagor  is  considered  merely  as  an  auxiliary  security 
to  tUe  assignee.'* 

1*he  question  then  remains,  whether  the  will  of  Henry 
George,  Earl  of  Carnarvon,  had  the  effect  of  making  the 
ff^ortgage  debt  his  personal  debt.     The  question  is  al- 
^^ys  one  of  intention,  and  whether  the  testator  intended 
to  increase  his  real  estate  at  the  expense  of  his  personal 
^s^te ;  Donisthorpe  v.  Porter  (i).  The  Earl  of  Oxford 
^*  Lady  Rodney^  (c)     There  being  no  equity  between 
T^  and  personal  representatives,  it  lies  on  the  Plainti£& 
to  make  out  such  an  intention.    It  is  true  that  Henry 
George,  Earl  of  Carnarvon,  gives  all  his  real  and  per- 
sonal 
(a)  3  Mylne  Sf  K.  607.        {h)  Amb,  600.        (c)  14  Vet.  417. 
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18S9.       sond  estate  to  the  present  Earl^  ^  subject  to  the  paj 

l^^C^e    ment  of  his  debts*  and  the  fulfihnent  of  all  contrmd 
The  Earl  of  ^ 

Ilch£8teb  and  obligations;"  but  he  had  entered  into  no  oontnu 
The  Earl  of  ^^  obligation  to  ^'pay  the  mortgage  debt»  but  only  t 
Caavabvon.  exonerate  (as  he  was  bound  to  do,  havuig  assets  of  th 
first  testator  for  that  purpose)  the  Blunsden  estate.  Th 
testator  had  no  intention  of  charging  the  whole  of  hi 
estate  with  a  debt,  for  which  the  estate  of  the  first  tes 
tator  alone  was  liable. 

Mr.  Pemberkm^  in  reply. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  detailing  the  circum 
stances  of  the  case,  and  the  nature  of  the  question  be 
tween  the  parties,  said  he  should  postpone  givinj 
judgment  until  he  had  an  opportunity  of  looking  int 
the  cases. 


March  12.         The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  principal  question  reserved  in  this  cause^  i 
whether  the  devisees  in  trust  of  the  Marston  estate 
under  the  codicil  of  Henry  George^  Earl  of  Camanxm 
are  entitled  to  have  a  mortgage  for  8000/.  and  upward 
paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  same  EarL 

The  mortgage  was  created  by,  and  was  the  persona 
debt  of  Henry ^  Earl  of  Carnarvon^  the  father  of  Hewn 
Georgey  and  the  money  was  secured  by  a  term  of  200< 
years,  which  comprised  not  only  the  Marston  estate 
but  also  another  estate  called  Blunsden. 

The  two  estates  being  subject  to  the  mortgage^  thi 
Blunsden  estate  was  devised  by  the  will  of  Henry^  Ear 
of  Carnarvon^  and  under  that  will  became  vested  ii 
Augusta  Elizabeth,  the  daughter  of  Charles  Herbert 

the 
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tiie  Martbon  estate  descended  on  Henry  George,  Earl  of       1889. 
Gamarvan,  as  the  heir  of  his  father ;  and  he  was  also    ^^!^'^'^f 
tlie  executor  and  residuary  legatee  of  his  father.  Ilchester 

V. 

-.  .  The  Earl  of 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  devisee  of  the  Blumden   Cabnaaton. 

estate  was  entitled  to  have  it  exonerated  from  the  mort- 
gage, by  payment  out  of  the  personal  estate,  or,  if  neces- 
saxy,  out  of  the  descended  real  estates  of  Henrys  Earl 
o£  Ccarnanxm  ;  and  Henry  George^  who  was  the  executor, 
having  personal  assets,  and  also  heir  having  real  assets, 
^as  in  those  characters  liable  to  pay  the  mortgage,  as 
he  was  liable  to  be  compelled  to  apply  the  assets  which 
he  had  received  for  that  purpose. 

He  made  his  will,  dated  the  27th  day  of  September 
^^^ly  and  thereby  left  his  real  and  personal  estates  to 
'^  eldest  son,  the  present  Earl  of  Camavonj  subject  to 
^^  payment  of  his  debts,  the  fulfilment  of  all  contracts 
^d  obligations,  payment  of  annuities  with  which  he  was 
^^'^argeable,  and  to  his  funeral  expenses ;  and  on  the  8th  * 
^^  Hay  1824,  on  the  occasion  of  the  marriage  of 
'^^HgusUi  Elizabeth  Herbert^  who  was  entitled  to  the 
^^vis^  Bbmsden  estate,  he  covenanted  for  himself,  his 
^^^cutors,  administrators  or  assigns,  in  effect  that  he 
^ould  exonerate  the  Blumden  estate  from  the  mortgage 
^  which  it  was  subject,  in  common  with  the  descended 
^**r«/of»  estate. 

hx  the  time  when  he  entered  into  this  covenant,  he 
^^ht  have  been  compelled  to  do  that  which  he  cove- 
ittnted  to  do ;  he  had  personal  estate  of  his  father  suf- 
fi^eat,  and  also  descended  real  estate  sufficient  for  the 
purpose.  It  may  be  assumed  that,  being,  as  residuary 
Iqiatee,  owner  of  the  personal  estate,  and,  as  heir  at 
law,  owner  of  the  descended  real  estate,  it  was  for  his 

own 
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18S9.       own  convenience  that  he  entered  into  this  covenant, 

^■^"V*^^  rather  than  apply  his  father's  assets  in  payment 

The  Earl  of 

Ilchesteb 

V.  Very  soon  after  the  date  of  this  deed,  and  on  the  10th 

CiBNAiiroN.  ^^  •'"^  I824f,  he  executed  a  codicil  to  his  will,  and 
thereby  devised  the  Marston  estate.  The  codicil  does 
not  mention  the  mortgage  to  which  the  Marston  estate 
was  subject,  but  provides  that,  in  case  it  should  happ^i 
by  sale,  mortgage,  or  other  disposition  of  the  estates 
thereby  devised  made  in  his  lifetime,  the  same  should 
be  insufficient  to  provide  for  the  annuity  therein  men- 
tioned, the  annuity  was  to  abate  in  proportion. 

On  the  9th  of  Jtdy  1830,  a  deed  was  executed  be- 
tween Thomas  UOyley^  in  whom  the  mortgage  terox 
had  become  vested,  of  the  first  part;  Henry  George^^, 
Earl  of  Carnarvon^  of  the  second  part ;  Algernon  Her^^ 
bertf  who  was  the  person  entitled  to  the  money  securec^ 
by  the  mortgage,  of  the  third  part ;  and  Francis  Ne 
man  Rogers^  and  George  O.  Lempriere^  of  the  fourth  part 
and  thereby,  after  reciting  that  Algernon  Herbert  wi 
satisfied  that  the  Marston  estate  was  a  full  and  amp] 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  money, 
was  witnessed,  that  Thomas  UOyley^  at  the  request 
Algernon  Herbert,  assigned  the  mortgage  money  and 
much  of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  mortgage  term 
constituted  the  Marston  estate  to  Rogers  and 
subject  to  the  same  equity  of  redemption  as  the 
were  subject  to  under  the  original  mortgage  deed. 

The  intended  effect  of  this  deed  was,  to  charge  the 
Marston  estate  exclusively  with  the  mortgage;  and  in  the 
execution  of  this  intention  no  more  was  done  than  the 
owner  of  the  Blunsden  estate  had  a  right  to  compel 
Henry  George,  Earl  of  Carnarvon,  to  do ;  although  the 

mortgage 
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mortgage  extended  over  the  two  estates,  yet,  as  between        18S9* 
the  owners  of  the  two  estates,  the  owner  of  the  equity    n^I^V'T^r 
of  redemption  of  Blunsden^  a  specific  devisee,  had  a     Ilchestkr 
right  to  throw  the  whole  burden  on  the  owner  of  the    Th  £   1   f 
equity  of  redemption  of  Marstoriy  who  was  the   heir    Carnarvon. 
taking  by  descent;  and  here  again  it  may  be  assumed, 
that  Henry  George^  Earl  of  Carnarvon^  being  owner  of 
the  personal  estate,  and  of  the  descended  real  estate, 
both  of  which  were  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the 
inortgage,  made  an  exclusive  charge  on  the  descended 
Teal  estate  for  his  own  convenience. 

Hmry  George^  Earl  of  Carnarvon^  died  in  the  year 

1833 ;  and  the  question  is,  whether,  under  the  circum- 

teces  which  have  been  stated,  his  personal  estate,  or 

^  Marston  estate  devised  by  his  codicil,  is  the  primary 

And  for  payment  of  the  mortgage. 

In  the  consideration  of  the  question,  it  must  be  ob- 
•^'^ed,  that  in  some  respects,  Henry^  Earl  of  Catmarvony 
^^  a  like  duty  to  the  mortgagee  and  to  the  owner  of  the 
^^oisdon  estate ;  the  mortgagee,  for  the  purpose  of  ob* 
^^^lUDg  payment,  and  the  owner  of  the  Blunsdon  estate, 
lOr  the  purpose  of  obtaining  exoneration,  had  each  of 
^^m  a  right  to  resort  to  the  personal  estate,  and  to  the 
^^scended  real  estates  of  Henry ^  Earl  of  Carnarvon; 
^^  Henry  George^  Earl  of  Carnarvon^  had  correspond- 
^  duties  towards  both;  and,  having  regard  to  this 
cifcuinstance,  I  think  that  the  case  of  Scott  v.  Beecher 
distinctly  applies ;  and  it  follows  that  the  mere  circum- 
stance of  Henry  George  being  the  owner  of  the  personal 
estate,  which  in  his  hands  was  the  primary  fund,  and 
also  of  the  descended  real  estate,  which  in  his  hands 
was  the  secondary  fund  for  payment,  is  not  a  reason, 
why,  as  between  those  who  are  entitled  to  his  personal 
estate  and  those  who  are  entitled  to  the  devised  mort- 
gaged 
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lSS9;i  gSLged  estate,  the  latter  should  be  relieved:  and  thi 

,i;j^^^^-  brings  us  to  the  question,  whether  the  acts  done  affon 

Ilchxbtsr  indications  of  an  intention  either  to  adopt  the  mortgag 

The  Earl  of  ^^^^  ^  *  personal  debt  of  his  own,  or  to  have  it  paii 

CAftNABYON.  out  of  his  own  personal  estate  after  his  death. 

It  has  been  determined,  that  when  the  mortgage  deb 
is  created  by  another,  the  estate  must  bear  the  burden 
although  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption  ha 
charged  other  parts  of  his  property  with  the  paymen 
of  all  his  debts ;  and  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  th 
covenant  contained  in  the  settlement  of  1824,  and  tb 
execution  of  the  deed  ofjtdy  18  SO,  amount  to  an  adop 
tion  of  the  debt  personally,  or  give  an  equity  to  tk 
devisee  to  have  the  estate  exonerated. 

It  is  true,  that  Henry  George,  Earl  of  Camarom 
could  not  apply  his  father's  personal  estate,  of  which  t 
was  residuary  legatee,  and  which  was  more  than  sia 
ficient  to  pay  all  the  debts,  to  his  own  use,  witho 
making  himself,  in  one  sense,  personally  liable  to  pn 
the  mortgage;  but  he  might  do  this,  in  the  relianc 
which  would  have  been  well  founded,  that  the  3 
scended  Marston  estate  was  sufficient  for  his  indemnt^ 
and  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage ;  and  when  i^ 
charge  was  brought  to  rest  on  the  Marston  estate  ^ 
clusively,  he  seems  to  have  been  careful  to  subject  bi^ 
self  to  no  personal  liability  to  the  mortgagee.  ^ 
transaction  appears  to  have  been  for  the  purpose 
what  has  been  called,  accommodating  the  charge,  ^ 
not  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  debt  his  own.  ^S^i 
he  might  have  done  if  he  had  been  aware  of  the  qcs^ 
tion  which  would  arise,  can  only  be  conjectured ;  !>< 
under  the  circumstances  as  they  now  appear,  I  tbi^ 
that  the  devisees  in  trust  of  the  Marston  estate  take 
cum  onerej  and  are  not  entitled  to  have  the  teBiatOi^ 
personal  estate  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  charge. 
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WINCHELSEA  v.  GARRETY.  March  21. 

T^^R.  PiliRJSY  appeared  in  support  of  a  petition  for  The  stop 

the  common  stop  order,  to  prevent  the  payment  ^e  mnted  "  ^ 
of  a  fund  out  of  Court  without  notice  to  an  incum-  ®»'*>?r  <>n  an 
brancer  thereon;   but  he  was  not  prepared  with  the  proof  of  the 
necessary  proof  of  the  deed  creating  the  incumbrance.     *nd"™^J*"*^f ' 

be  granted 
Mr.  Kindersley,  for  the  party  to  the  cause  entitled  to  judlce^to  t^'e" 
tlie  fond,  declined  admitting  the  deed ;  but  he  consented  validjty^of  the 
to   the  order  being  granted  without  prejudice  to  any 
qaestion  as  to  the  validity  of  the  incumbrance. 

TTte  Master  ^  the  Rouls  said  he  could  not  grant 
the  slop  order,  except  upon  the  admission  of  the  title,  or 
piXKxf  of  the  deed,  as  it  might  be  admitting  into  the 
piX)oeedings  a  perfect  stranger  to  the  cause,  (a) 

(a)  The  proper  proofs  were  afterwards  produced. 


charge." 


I 


WATTS  V.  SCRIVENS.  March  19. 

June  4. 


K  this  case  the  testatrix  directed  her  executor,  George  A  testatrix 
Serivensj  to  pay  and  transfer  the  sum  of  100/.  per  ^J^  ^^^^  * 
*^Hm,  long  annuities  in  the  books  of  the  Governor  and  ferred  in  the 
^^^paoy  of  the  Bank  of  England^  into  the  joint  names  into  the 

Qf  names  of  i4.j9. 
.  and  wife,  and 

^*^  children  who  were  infants,  for  the  benefit  of  A^  B.  and  wi^  for  life,  with  re- 
?^iQder  to  their  children;  this  was  done,  and  a  suit  bein^  instituted  for  the  per- 
^'^''Qance  of  the  trusts :  Held,  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  under  the  1  fT.  4. 
^*  ^«  to  order  the  infants  to  transfer  the  fond  into  Court. 
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of  the  Plaintiff,  Stephen  Watts  the  elder,  and  CaroUi 
his  wife,  and  Stephen  Waits  the  younger,  and  all  othi 
the  child  and  children  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Caroline  h 
wife,  who  should  be  living  at  her,  the  said  testatrix' 
decease,  to  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  said  Qarclh 
Waits  and  Stephen  Watts  the  elder,  during  their  livi 
and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them ;  and  from  and  afti 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  then  to  and  for  tl 
use  and  benefit  of  all  and  every  the  child  and  childrc 
of  said  Caroline  Watts,  in  equal  proportions,  share  ai 
share  alike. 


In  pursuance  of  the  direction  to  that  effect,  containc 
in  the  will  of  the  testatrix,  George  Scrivens,  the  executo 
out  of  the  assets  of  the  testatrix,  transferred  the  sum  < 
90/.  per  annum  long  annuities,  having  deducted  the  sui 
of  102.  per  annum  from  the  sum  of  100/.  by  the  will  < 
the  testatrix  durected  to  be  invested  in  the  siud  ai 
nuities,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  legacy  dat 
thereon ;  and  which  annuities  stood  in  the  joint  name 
of  the  Plaintiff,  Stephen  Watts  the  elder,  and  CardUn 
his  wife,  Stephen  Watts  the  younger,  Edward  Andreok 
WattSf  Jeremiah  Alfred  Watts  and  Charles  Henry  WatB 
in  the  Bank  books. 

• 

The  children  were  infants. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  trusts  of  this  sum  of  O 
long  annuities  might  be  carried  into  execution,  and  i^ 
the  fund  might  be  brought  into  court  and  secured 
the  benefit  of  the  parties  interested  therein.  The  child-^ 
being  all  infants,  the  question  raised  at  the  hearing,  "^ 
whether  under  the  1  W.  4.  r.  60.,  the  Court  could  o^* 
the  infants  to  join  in  transferring  the  fund  into  court;^ 


The  case  stood  over. 
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lUcoclj  for  the  Plaintiff,  now  relied  on  a  case  of 
^dd  (a),  and  stated  that  it  would  be  very  incon- 
» the  tenant  for  life,  who  was  going  abroad,  that 
hould  continue  in  the  names  of  several  parties, 
rhom  were  infants ;  for  in  such  case  it  would  be 
e  to  give  a  power  of  attorney  for  receiving  the 
in  his  absence,  the  Bank  requiring  all  the  parties 
lerein;  that  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  desirous  of 

raising 

(a)  KiDD  V.  KlDD| 


18S9. 


s  of  this  case,  as  ap- 
n  the  papers  in  the 
as  follows : »-  Jama 

iDtestate  in  1822, 
ry  Elizabeth  Kidd  his 
i  Caroline  Kidd  an 
only  child  and  next 
I  surviving.  Letters 
itration  were  after- 
ited  to  the  widow. 
al  bill  was  filed  in 
the  widow,  stating 
sstator  was  entitled, 
ler  property,  to  a  cer- 
'  money  in  the  funds, 
1  his  debts  were  paid, 
e  residue  of  his  per- 
e  consisted  of  three 
8  of  stock,  of  which 
alleged  she  was  en- 
one  third,  and  the 
two   thirds;  that  in 

administratrix    had 

the  three  sums  into 

lames  of  herself  and 

daughter,  which,  it 


was  alleged,  was  made  by  mis- 
take, and  without  considering 
what  the  effect  would  be ;  that 
the  widow's  one  third  could  not 
be  transferred  until  her  daughter 
attained  twenty-one.  The  bill 
prayed,  that  the  Bank  might  be 
decreed  to  permit  the  widow 
and  infant  to  transfer,  and  that 
the  infant  might  be  decreed  to 
join  the  widow  in  transferring, 
one  third  of  the  stock  into  the 
name  of  a  person  to  whom  the 
widow  had  granted  an  annuity 
secured  upon  the  fund.  By  the 
decree,  it  was  declared  that  the 
infant  was  a  trustee  as  to  one 
third  of  the  stock,  and  she  was 
ordered  and  decreed,  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  I  W.  4. 
c.  60.,  to  join  the  widow  in 
transferring  one.  third  of  the 
fund  into  the  names  of  the  widow 
and  her  incumbrancers:  and  it 
was  ordered  that  the  Bank  should 
permit  such  transfer. ^6) 


)peared  there  were 
iilarities  in  the  suit, 
he  decree  had  been 
out  evidence  of  the 
upon  a  subsequent 


application,  made  upon  the  part 
of  the  infant,  the  funds  were 
directed  to  be  retransferred,  and 
the  bill  was  dismissed. 


M.R. 

1S32. 
Jtdtf  26. 
Nov,  93, 

1SJ3. 
June  J. 


Q 
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1839. 


Watts 
sceivzns. 


raising  money  for  bis  present  purposes,  was  unable  to 
do  so  in  consequence  of  that  difficulty,  and  of  the  power 
which  all  the  other  persons  in  whose  names  the  fund 
stood  had,  of  receiving  individually  the  dividends  when 
due,  and  that  without  the  concurrence  of  the  others* 
He  contended  that  the  interest  of  all  parties  would  be 
best  consulted  by  having  the  fund  brought  into  court. 

Mr.  Heathfield  for  the  executor. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  he  was  willing  to 
aid  the  Plaintiff,  but  he  thought  he  had  no  jurisdictiony 
and  that  the  case  cited  did  not  apply. 


May  22. 

Exceptions 
for  scandal 
and  imper- 
tinence, taken 
on  summary 
proceedings 
upon  petition, 
snoula,  where 
there  is  no 
clerk  in  court, 
be  served  on 
the  solicitor. 


RE  GORNALL. 

XN  this  case  the  proceedings  were  summary,  upon 
petition,  and  not  in  a  cause,  and  the  affidavit  in 
support  of  the  petition  had  been  referred  for  scandal 
and  impertinence ;  and  the  question  was,  on  whom  the 
exceptions  should  be  served,  there  being  no  clerk  in 
court. 

By  the  eleventh  general  order  of  1828,  it  is  ordered, 
**  That  no  order  shall  be  made  for  referring  any  pleading 
or  other  matter  depending  before  the  Court  for  scandal 
or  impertinence,  unless  exceptions  are  taken  in  writing 
and  signed  by  counsel,  describing  the  particular  passages 
which  are  considered  to  be  scandalous  or  in^ertinent, 
nor  unless  such  order  be  obtained  within  six  days  after 
the  delivery  of  such  exceptions." 


The 
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e  usual  practice  is  to  leave  the  exceptions  with  the        18  39. 

clerk      2n  Court  of  the  parties  excepting,  who  hands  them  p^'TT^'''^'^ 
over  &^^)  the  clerk  in  Court  of  the  opposite  party,  and  this 
is  ter.K:M3ed  delivering  the  exceptions. 


Tim  ^^re  being  no  clerk  in  Court,  a  diflSculty  arose  on 
the  pcft.'art  of  the  secretary  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in 
drawl  x:»g  up  the  order  of  course,  referring  the  exceptions 
to  ih^      Master. 

Mf^  Boothj  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner,  now  applied  to 
the  Court,  and  proposed  that  the  exceptions  should  be 
ddiveircd  to  the  solicitor  of  the  petitioner. 

Th^  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  that  to  be  the 
proper  course. 


ROBINS  V.  MILLS.  ^"^'^  ^^• 

I    ITE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  general  An  application 
orders  of  the  5lh  of  May  1837  {a)  applied  to  an  a  client  to'ui 

application  for  the  taxation  of  a  solicitor's  bill  of  costs,  a  solicitor's 
80^1^1  -I  Y111  tn  bill»  18  not 

'"Oat  the  order  was  to  be  made  by  that  branch  of  within  the 

^    K<i\xTt  where  the  cause  had  been  heard.  8?"^?"^  ^'jlf " 


Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  this  case  was 
^t^er  within  the  spirit  nor  within  the  meaning  of  these 

(a)  1  Keen,  is.  3  Myine  ^  Cr,  App,  1. 


Q2 
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1839. 


March  21. 
April  26. 

A  suit  vras 
instituted  for 
the  adminis- 
tration of  an 
estate,  and  to 
charge  an  ex- 
ecutor with 
interest  on 
balances  re- 
tained in  his 
hands;  the 
decree  c|i- 
rected  a  tax- 
ation of  the 
costs  of  so 
much  of  the 
suit  as  sought 
to  charge  in- 
terest: Held, 
that  this  com- 
prised not 
only  the  ex- 
cess of  costs 
incurred  by 
the  question 
of  interest,  but 
also  an  appor- 
tionment of 
the  general 
costs  of  the 
suit. 

Mode  of 
taxation  of  a 
bill  of  costs 
where  an  ap- 
portionment 
IS  directed. 


HEIGHINGTON  v.  GRANT. 

^I^HIS  was  a  petition  for  leave  to  file  exceptions  to 
""-    the  Master's  taxation  and  certificate  of  costs,  on 
the  ground  that  the  Master  had  proceeded   upon  a 
mistaken  principle  in  the  taxation  which  he  had  made. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  Robert 
Heighington  might  be  established,  that  an  account 
might  be  taken  of  his  personal  estate  and  of  his  debts 
and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  that  the 
clear  residue  of  his  estate  might  be  ascertained ;  and 
that  the  Defendant,  John  Crrantf  the  petitioner,  might 
be  charged  with  interest  upon  such  balances  as  should 
from  time  to  time  appear  to  have  been  in  his  hands. 


The  decree,  besides  directing  the  usual  accounts 
be  taken,  ordered  the  Master  to  ascertain  what  balani 
had  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant  Grant  at  th^ 
end  of  each  year,  since  the  end  of  one  year  afler  th< 
testator's    death,   and    to    compute  interest  on   suclttf: 
balances ;  and  then  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  ttzx 
PlaintifTs  their  cosis^  as  to  so  much  of  the  suit  as  sotsgi 
to  charge  Mr.  Grant  ivith  interest  on  those  balances. 

The  Master  certified,  that  it  being  directed  by  the 
decree,  that  he  should  tax  the  Plaintiff's  their  costs  as 
to  so  much  of  this  suit  as  sought  to  charge  the  Defend- 
ant with  interest  on  the  balances,  from  time  to  time  re- 
maining in  his  hands  as  aforesaid,  he  had  proceeded  to 
tax  the  same ;  and  that  the  bill  of  such  costs,  amounting 
to  the  sum  of  366/.  2s.  lO^f.,  having  been  laid  before 
him,  he  had  taxed  the  same  at  the  sum  of  ISO/.  1  Is.  6d, 

including 


r 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  229 

laolading  therein  a  sum  of  1/.  2s.  2d.j  the  expenses  of  a        1839. 

m&jxena  for  the  said  costs.  .y^''*^^^^ 

Heighington 

r. 

The  petitbner  complained,  first,  that  the   Master       Gbant^ 

had  apportioned  **  against  him,  one  equal  half  part  or 

some  other  definite  proportion  of  certain  costs,  which 

'i^ould  have  been  incurred  whether  the  suit  had  sought 

^  cWge  the  petitioner  with  interest  on  the  balances  in 

Us  liands  or  not ;  and  thereby  and  otherwise  the  Master 

^'Adf  taxed  and  allowed  to  the  Plaintiff's,  as  against  the 

Petitionery  divers  costs  or  sums  of  money,  over  and 

^'^ove  the  costs  of  so  much  of  the  said  suit  as  sought  to 

^<i&rjge  the  petitioner  with  interest  as  aforesaid/' 

• 

S^oondly,  that  the  Master  ^*had  apportioned  and 

^^^Sedy  as  against  the  petitioner,  one  equal  half  part, 

^^  *ome  other  definite  proportion  of  certain  costs,  with- 

^*^^   X'eference  to  the  actual  proportion  of  such  costs 

by  the  suit  seeking  to  charge  the  petitioner 
the  interest  on  balances ;  and  thereby  the  Master 
taxed  and  allowed  the  Plaintiff's,  as  against  the  peti- 
',  divers  costs  or  sums  of  money  more  than  the 
of  so  much  of  the  suit  as  sought  to  charge  the 
oner  as  aforesaid.'* 


^  ^t^irdly,  that  the  Master  had  charged  the  petitioner 
^^^  the  costs  of  a  motion  for  the  payment  of  a  certain 
of  money  into  court. 


*Xlie  petition  set  forth,  at  length,  the  items  of  which 
^  costs  so  taxed,  apportioned  and  charged  against 
t    petitioner    consisted,    as    **  Instructions  for  bill, 

'•  8c/.;  attending  counsel,  Zs.  Atd,^**  &c» 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Uqi/d^  in  support  of  the 
lotion,  contended  that  the  costs  had  been  taxed  on  an 

Q  3  erroneous 
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1839*        erroneous  principle;  that  the  objects  of  the  bill  having 
^"^"^^^''^'^     been  determined  to  be  two,  and  the  petitioner  had  been 
V,  exclusively  charged  with  a  fixed  arbitrary  proportion 

Qbant.       jjj^  ^jjg  ^Qgjg  relating  to  the  interest,  and  also  with  half "; 
of  the  general  costs  of  the  suit,  which  would  have  been 
equally  occasioned  if  the  question  of  interest  had  never   * 
been  raised. 

Mr.  G.  Bichards  and  Mr.   W.  C.  X.  Keener  contril,  ^ 
contended,  that  by  the  long  established  practice  in  the  m 
Master's  office,  where  the  Court  directs  the  taxation  of^ 
the  costs  of  one  of  the  several  objects  of  a  suit,  it  is  un-^^^ 
derstood  to  carry,  not  only  the  costs  of  so  much  of  the  ^ 
suit  as  relates  exclusively  to  that  particular  object,  but  ^ 
also  a  portion  of  every  general  proceeding  in  the  suit;  « 
and  that  if  the  Court  had  intended  that  the  extra  costs  « 
occasioned  by  the  question  of  interest  should  be  ascer*  - 
tained,  it  would  have  directed  the  taxation  in  other  words,    « 
limiting  the  taxation  to  such  extra  costs  only.     2  Smithes   ' 
Pr.  640.  2d  edit,  where  it  is  stated,  that  the  order  giving 
to  a  party  a  portion  only  of  the  costs  of  suit  may  be 
framed  in  two  ways :  in  one  way  it  may  be  so  expressed 
as  to  involve  an  apportionment  of  the  whole  of  the 
general  charges ;  in  the  other  way  it  may  be  expressed 
so  that  the  exception  shall  only  extend  to  the  excess 
of  expense  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  excepted 
matter.     The  author  then  gives  the  following  illustra- 
tion :  —  ^^  Suppose  a  bill  filed  for  tithes  of  three  titheable 
articles,  and  the  Court,  as  to  one  of  them  (say  milk), 
decides  against  the  Plaintiff,  and  gives  him  the  costs  of 
the  suit,  except  so  much  as  relates  to  the  tithes  of  milk ; 
at  first  sight  it  appears,  that  when  you  have  taken  away 
the  excess  of  expense  occasioned  by  the  claim  for  tithes 
of  milk,  the  whole  of  the  other  costs  ought  to  be  pud ; 
but  the  law  on  the  subject  is,  that  inasmuch  as  the  tithes 

of 
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of  mOk  was  a  substantive  claim,  it  must  bear  its  due 


28} 


1839. 


proportion  of  the  general  charges  of  the  suit:    for  ^^^"^^^^ 
^tkough,  if  the  bill  was  confined  to  one  object,  most  of  v. 

ti^e  general  charges  would  be  the  same  as  if  filed  for       ^*^*?* 
ten  objects,  yet  a  party  having  one  sure  grQund  of  suit 
^hall  not  be  allowed  to  bring  forward  nine  other  claims 
i^hout  any  risk  of  costs.    In  the  supposed  case,  the 
question  as  to  the  tithes  of  milk  might  have  formed  a 
ct  subject  for  a  suit,  but  the  party  united  it  with 
other  claims :  it  is  reasonable,  that  as  the  question 
the  milk  bad  the  full  benefit  of  the  suit,  it  should 
r  its  proportion  of  the  general  expense." 

2ir«  Peniberion^  in  reply. 


^The  Master  qf  tie  Rolls. 

Since  the  petition  was  heard,  I  have  inspected  the  bill 
»f*    costs,  and  have  received  a  certificate  stating  the  par- 
zialar  mode  in  which  the  taxation  was  conducted  (a) ; 

and 


(9}  To  the  Richt  Hon.  the 
terof  theRollfl. 


My  Lord, 

^     b^  most  respectfully   to 

Ty  to  your  Lordship,  that 

twdog  and  apportioning  the 

in  the   above   cause,  in 

Pursi2ance  of  the  decree,  the 

^ollo^iog  mode  of  ascertaining 

^e  amount  of  ^  so  much  of  the 

^UdntiBTs  costs  of  the  suit  as 

^^kt  to  charge  the  Defendant 

^^  Grant   with   interest  on 

^«  balances  from  time  to  time 

raattnlog  in  his  bands/*  was 


pursued:— <•  The  bill  was  first 
taxed,  disallowing  all  costs  that 
were  not  strictly  costs  as  between 
party  and  party ;  the  number  of 
objects  which  the  bill  sought, 
was  then  taken  into  consider- 
ation, and  decided  to  be  sub^ 
stantially  two:  namely,  an  ac- 
count of  the  testator's  personal 
estate,  and  the  payment  of  inte- 
rest on  the  balances  from  time 
to  time  in  the  hands  of  the 
Defendant.  The  bill  was  then 
read  through,  line  by  line,  by 
the  respective  clerks  in  court, 
in  the  presence  of  the  solicitors, 


April  86. 


Q4 


and 


232 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1 8S9.  and  it  appears,  that  in  the  taxation,  after  all  costs  d 

-Z'^*^^'''^^  had  been  reduced  to  costs  between  party  and 
Hbiohington  '^      *: 

V.  the  number  of  objects  sought  by  the  bill  was 
Geamt.  ^ 


and,  after  considerable  dis- 
cussion, it  was  agreed,  that  of 
72  folios  of  which  the  bill  con- 
sisted, 52|  related  generally  to 
both  the  objects  of  the  suit, 
9  solely  to  the  question  of  inte- 
rest, and  lOJ  to  the  question  of 
the  account,  which,  being  ap- 
portioned according  to  the  prac- 
tice, gave  the  following  results ; 
Of  the  general  52^,  26^  were 
added  to  the  9  folios  relating  to 
the  question  of  interest,  and  26^ 
to  the  lOJ  folios  having  no  such 
relation,  giving,  of  the  whole 
72  folios,  55^  to  the  object  of 
interest,  and  36}  to  that  of 
the  account,— proportions  suffi- 
ciently near  one  half,  to  justify 
the  agreement  between  the 
clerks  m  court  to  adopt  that 
rule  as  to  the  bill  and  the  gene- 
ral fees  connected  with  it.  This 
apportionment  runs  through 
Michaeimoi  term  1830,  and 
Hilary  term  1831. 

The  answer  being  subjected 
to  the  same  investigation,  shewed 
the  following  results:  of  78  folios, 
its  total  length,  39}  related  ge- 
nerally to  both  objects,  18}  to 
the  object  of  interest,  and  20J 
to  the  other  object ;  19},  there- 
fore, of  the  general  folios,  being 
added  to  the  1 8}  relating  to  the 
object  of  interest,  and  19}  (the 
other  half  of  the  general  folios) 
to  the  other  object,  the  folios 


stood:  37}  to' the  object 
rest,  and  40}  to  the  a< 
being  again  nearly  one 
each  object:  and  the  c 
the  answer,  and  the  tern 
Easter  term"  1831,  in 
term  it  was  filed,  were  • 
in  half. 

In  the  same  term  a  i 
by  the  Plaintiff,  for  the  I 
ant  John  Grant  to  pf 
court  the  amount  of 
admitted  by  his  answer  1 
his  haqds,  related  wholl} 
object  of  account,  and  < 
touch  the  question  of  ii 
no  part,  therefore,  of  tl 
of  such  motion  were  < 
against  the  Defendant. 

In  Trinifjf  term  18; 
Plaintiff  obtained  an  o 
amend,  and  amended  1 
accordingly  by  41  ad< 
folios ;  50  folios,  or  three 
of  which  amendments,  r 
the  question  of  interest, 
costs  are  apportioned 
ingly;  charging  the  De 
with  the  proportion  o 
fourths  of  the  costs  i 
proceeding. 

In  Michaelmeu  term  K 
Defendant  put  in  his  an 
the  amended  bill,  coi 
55  folios,  25}  of  whict 
to  the  question  of  intere 
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SSS 


1889. 


rdered  and  held  to  be  substantially  two :  the  account  i  oo^f. 

f   the  personal  estate  and  the  payment  of  interest  ,^'^"^*^"^^ 

,  ,                    ,     ,                              .                    .  Heiohinotom 

ex    balances :    and    that,    upon    a    mmute    examina-  9. 

tion  ^•*'"- 


e  J)efendant  is  charged  with 
^Z  proportion  of  the  office 
pjr  of  the  laid  answer. 

f  o.  the  next  charge  of  abbre- 
.'ting  the  pleadings,  the  De- 
Mlant  is  specifically  charged 
J&  the  number  of  folios  ascer- 
I,  as  before,  to  apply  to  the 
of  interest. 


(■a  Mickatlmai  term  1831, 
k1  .BUarjf  term  1852,  the  costs 
n^lication  rules  and  going 
€>  eridence,  applying  only  to 
^  question  of  interest,  are 
>oI]y  charged  against  the  De- 


I*he  costs  of  setdng  down  the 
use  and  the  other  general 
^s»  up  to  and  including  the 
iiftriBg,  are  apportioned  by  the 
c^eral  amount  of  the  folios  of 
^9  pleadings,  including  the  de- 
o^tioDs;  giving,  of  the  total 
^^  ftlios,  S03  to  the  question 
^  interest — a  proportion  so 
**ar  two  thirds  as  to  induce  the 
*^^on  of  that  rate  of  appor- 

^<">iDentfrom  J^ffi^^term  18  J2 

toTVmt^yterm  1832. 

^fter  the  decree,  the  costs  are 
>PPo^ODed  according  to  the 
two  objects  of  inquiry  directed 
tbocbjr;  when  both  are  in  pro- 
gni,  the  attendances  and  term 
ftei  se  halved ;  if  any  proceed- 


ing reUted  to  one  object  only, 
the  costs  are  wholly  allowed,  or 
wholly  struck  of^  according  to 
circumstances:  the  proceedings 
in  the  Master's  office  embrace  a 
period  from  Michaelmas  term 
183S  to  Michaehnoi  term  1838. 

During  the  progress  of  the 
suit  in  the  Master's  office,  two 
bills  of  revivor  became  neces- 
sary, one  on  the  death  of  a 
Plaintiff  the  other  on  the  mar- 
riage of  one  of  the  female  Plain- 
tiffs ;  and,  as  the  revival  of  the 
suit  was  necessary  for  both  pur- 
poses, the  costs  thereof  are 
divided  in  halves. 

Apart  from  the  question  of 
apportionment,  the  pedtion  pre- 
sented by  the  Defendant  John 
Grant  seeks  to  shew  that  he 
has  been  improperly  charged 
with  the  costs  of  a  motion, 
made  by  him,  to  pay  a  sum  of 
916/.  15«.  lid,  into  court. 

With  regard  to  this  part  of 
the  taxation,  I  take  the  liberty 
of  certifying,  that  the  motion 
related  wholly  to  the  question 
of  interest,  the  above  sum  being 
the  Defendant's  own  calculation 
of  the  amount  of  interest  in  his 
hands  3  and  as  no  reservation  of 
the  costs  could  be  found  in  the 
minutes  (no  order  being  ever 
drawn  up),  it  appeared  that  he 

ought 
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18S9.       tion  of  the  bill,  it  appeared  that  nine  folios  relal 

,,^*^'V^^     clusively  to  the  object  of  interest,  ten  and  a  half 

o,  sively  to  the  object  of  account,  ana  fifty-two  and 

GftANT.       folios  generally  to  both  objects  of  the  suit;   ar 

computation  left  the  number  of  folios,  and  the 

relating  to  the  two  objects,  so  nearly  equal,  tb 

clerks  in  court  agreed  so  to  consider  them. 

A  similar  process  was  applied  to  the  amende 
and  left  a  proportion  of  three  fourths  for  the  cost 
the  interest,  and  one  fourth  only  for  the  costs 
account :  and  in  the  subsequent  proceedings  thi 
were  apportioned  exclusively  to  one  object  or  the 
according  to  the  amount  actually  incurred,  on  thi 
principle ;  and  the  motion  for  payment  of  mom 
court  related  exclusively  to  the  interest. 

The  petitioner  is  wholly  inaccurate  in  repres 
that  he  was  charged  arbitrarily  with  a  definite  p 
tion  of  costs,  without  reference  to  the  actual  cost! 


ought  to  be  charged  with  the  ilfi£&,  has  been  made  ac 

costsof  this  proceeding;  indeed,  to  the  rules  which  hai 

little  or  no  opposition  was  of-  always  adopted,  where 

fered  thereto.  I  have  the  honour  or  orders  direct  the  Mj 

to  be,  my  Lord,  your  Lordship's  tax  so  much  of  the  ca 

very  obedient  servant,  suit  as  relate  to  a  pa 

Richard  Mills,  object  of  the  suit,  or  wl 

Six  Clerks  Office,  words  of  the  decree  or  c 

April  4. 1839,  any  way  render  an  ap| 

ment  of  the  costs  of  t 

To  the  Right  Hon.  the  Master  necessary, 

of  the  Rolls.  S.H.Ltwin. 

Creorge  Gatijfm 

We  the  undersigned  clerks  in  James  Thonuu 

court  beg  to  certify,  that  (as-  j^^j^  Wainewf 

sumingtbe  details  to  be  correct)  ^.  j2.  £ame§, 

the  apportionment  of  costs  in  Oiutald  MUnt, 
the  annexed  certificate  of  Mr. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  8S« 

lioxied:   this  was  not  the  caae^^the  proportion  waa       18S9« 
deC^rmioed  by  the  amount  of  costs  computed  to  be  „^'^"*^^^^^' 
sc^uallj  occasioned.      I  think  that  in  this  case,  the  v, 

petitioner  was  justly  charged  with  a  proportion  of  the      ^^^^Tf 
co^^ti  of  the  suit  which  might  have  been  incurred)  even 
if    ^le  bill  bad  not  sought  to  charge  him  with  interest 
orm    lalanoesy  because,  in  fiict,  the  same  points  of  the  bill 
w^K^  required  to  sustain  the  charge  for  interest. 

^^BSt.  MiUsy  one  of  the  clerks  in  court  who  assisted  in 

th^  taxationi  has  certified  to  me  the  mode  in  which  the 

^^KAtion  was  conducted ;  Mr.  Smithy  the  other  clerk  in 

CO  cart  who  assbted  in  the  taxation,  has  excused  himself 

froau   giving  a  certificate;   but  I  have  received  from 

~  other  clerks  in  court  certificates  that,  if  the  facts 

stated  (which  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt),  the 

on  has  been  conducted  according  to  the  practice. 

am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  petitioner  has 
y  failed  to  make  out  his  case,  and  that  the  petition 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 


'3? 


18J8. 
Jtdy  12.  80. 

ELAND  V.  ELAND.  ^Z\  \l\ 


HE  testator,  Thomas  Elands  by  his  will  dated  in  June  The  testator, 
1817,  after  directing  all  his  just  debts  and  funeral  charged  his 

testamentary  expenses  to  be  fully  paid  and  satis-  I'eal  estate 

^      ^  ^  ^  ^   ,  with  his  debts 

tied  and  lega- 
cies, devised 
his  eldest  son  A,  B.  ia  fee,  and  appointed  him  executor.     A,  B,  mortgaged 
estate,  and  covenanted  against  all  incumbrances,  except  the  legacies:  Held, 
,  that  the  mortgagee  took  for  his  security  the  estate,  minus  the  amount  of  legacies ; 
secondly  that  the  unpaid  debtors  of  the  testator  were  entitled  to  the  fund 
in  tne  mortgage  deed  for  legacies,  in  priority  of  the  legatees. 
^.B^  the  executor  and  also  devisee  of  real  estate  subiect  to  debts  and  legacies, 
^^ngaged  it,  first,  to  C.  D,  subject  to  the  legacies,  and  afterwards  to  E,  F.  subject 
^e  mortgage  to  C.  2).:  Held,  that  E.  F,,  taking  with  notice  of  C.  D,*s  mortgage, 
subject  to  the  legacies. 
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fied,  and  charging  his  real  estate  in  aid  of  his  perso] 
estate  with  the  payment  thereof  accordingly,  gave  a 
devised  to  his  wife  one  annuity  or  clear  yearly  r 
charge  of  SO/.,  which  he  expressly  charged  upon 
real  estate  at  Metham  thereinafter  devised,  and 
directed  the  same  to  be  paid  to  her  half-yearly,  and  \ 
first  payment  thereof  to  commence  upon  the  half-yea 
day  that  should  next  happen  after  she  should  leave  th 
children  at  Metham  aforesaid^  and  go  to  live  elsewhe: 
with  powers  of  distress,  entry  and  sale,  in  case  1 
same  should  be  in  arrear.  And  the  said  testator  gs 
to  the  Plaintiff,  his  second  son,  Abraham  Elands  1 
legacy  or  sum  of  2000/.,  and  to  his  daughter  Marga 
the  legacy  or  sum  of  600/.,  to  be  paid  to  tl\em  respe 
ively  when  and  as  they  should  attain  their  respect 
ages  of  twenty-one  years :  and  subject  to  the  paym* 
of  the  said  rent  charge  and  the  several  legacies  there 
before  bequeathed,  the  testator  gave,  devised  and  I 
queathed  his  messuage,  &c.  and  hereditaments 
Metham^  and  his  personal  estate,  unto  his  son  T^of, 
Eland,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assig 
and  he  appointed  him  executor. 


By  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  in  December  18 
the  testator  gave  a  legacy  of  500/.  to  his  daugh 
Mary. 

The  testator  died  in  1817,  leaving  Thomas  Eland 
eldest  son  and  heir  at  law,  who  proved  his  will  « 
entered  into  possession  of  his  property. 


The  testator's  daughter  Man/  died  an  infant  shoi 
after  the  testator's  death,  namely,  in  August  181 
Margaret  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one  years  in  J 
cember  1829,  and  married  Nicholas  Blanshard ;  i 
Abraham  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years  in  18 
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^hkh  respective  times  their  legacies  became  pay-        18S8. 
ble. 


Xn  April  I8269  while  all  the  legatees  were  infants,  by 
indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  5th  and  6th 
of  ^pril  1826,  made  between  Thomas  Eland ^  therein 
described  as  *^  the  eldest  son  and  heir  at  law  and  devisee 
in  fee,  named  in  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Thomas 
.^SUxnd  deceased,'*  of  the  one  part,  and  Mary  Dunn 
C^r€>cke  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  that  Thomas 
jBland  had  occasion  to  borrow  1000/.,  which  Mary  D. 
C^roole  had  agreed  to  lend,  he,  Thomas  Elandf  mort- 
the  property  devised  by  the  testator,  to  Mrs. 
in  fee,  for  securing  the  1000/.  and  interest;  and 
covenanted  against  incumbrances,  *^  save  and  except 
legacies  given  and  bequeathed  by  the  said  will  of  the 
Thomas  Eland  deceased  to  Abraham  Eland,  Mar* 
Eland  and  Mary  Eland,'  payable  to  them  when 
should  attain  twenty-one,  ^^  and  save  also  and 
>cept  an  annuity  of  80/.  to  Mary  Eland,  the  mother 
the  said  Thomas  Eland,  given  and  devised  by  the 
will  of  TTiomas  Eland  deceased." 


fiy  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  9th  and 

^^Hli  of  3£ay  1826,  Thomas  Eland  mortgaged  the  pro- 

Ly  to  a  Mrs.  Seaman  in  fee,  to  secure  500/.  and  in- 

;  and  the  deed  contained  the  following  clause: 

**  And  it  is  hereby  declared  that  the  hereditaments 

^^d  premises  hereby  granted  and  released,  or  intended 

^^  to  be,  are  already  mortgaged  to  Maty  Dunn  Crooke, 

^y  indentures  of  lease  and  release  bearing  date  respec- 

^^ely  the  5th  and  6th  April  last,  and  both  made  or 

^^pressed  to  be  made  between  the  said  Thomas  Eland, 

■ 

ptt^  hereto,  of  the  one  part,  and  said  M,  D.  Crooke 
^C  the  other  part,  for  the  sum  of  1000/.  and  interest,*' 


By 


ElanoJI 

V. 

Elano* 
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^  1838.  By  another  indenture,  dated  the  27th  jo(  April  183 

^"^^''^^^     made  between  Thomas  Eland  of  the  first  part,   Mr- 
V.  Crooke  of  the  second  part,  and  Nicholas  Blanshard  (w 

Eland.       j^^^j  married  the  testator's  daughter  Margaret)  of 
third  part,  after  reciting  the  indentures  of  the  5th  a 
6th  of  April  1826,  and  that  Thomas  Eland  had  appli 
to  Mrs.  Crooke  to  lend  him  500/.,  Thomas  Eland  co 
nanted  that  the  property  should  remain  as  a  secu 
for  the  500/. ;  and  reciting  the  bequest,  by  the  will  ai 
codicil  of  the  testator,  of  600/.  to  his  daughter  Mc 
garet,  with  which  he  had  incumbered  his  hereditamer 
at  Metham  ;  and  reciting  that,  on  the  day  of  the  d 
thereof,  Thomas  Eland  had  paid  unto  Nicholas 
shard  the  said  legacy  of  500/.,  —  Blanshard  and 


Eland  joined  in  releasing  the  property  from  the  legai 
of  500/. 


By  the  death  of  the  testator's  daughter  Mary^  Nic 
Blanshard^  in  right  of  his  wife,  became  entitled  to  o 
third  part  of  her  legacy,  and  the  Plaintiff  Abraha 
Eland,  who  at  that  time  was  under  twenty-one, 
became  entitled  to  another  third ;  and  by  an  indentu 
of  the  27th  of  April  1831,  made  between  77iomas  Ela 
of  the  first  part,  Mrs.  Crooke  of  the  second  part,  an 
Nicholas  Blanshard  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting  the  i 
denture  of  the  27th  of  April  1830,  in  consideration 
a  further  sum  of   350/.,    Thomas  Eland  executed  ^ 
further  charge  upon  the  property  for  securing  that  sum 
and  reciting  the  legacy  to  Mary,  and  that  by  her  dcath^ 
Nicholas  Blanshard,  in  right  of  his  wife,  became  entitle^^ 
to  one  third  of  her  legacy  of  500/. ;  and  also  reciting^ 
that,  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said   indenture^^ 
of  the  27th  day  o^  April  1831,   Thomas  Eland  had-^ 
paid  unto  Nicholas  Blanshard  166/.  135.  ^d.  so  due  to    ' 
Margaret  Blanshard,  and  that  Nicholas  Blanshard  had 
agreed  to  release  and  discharge  the  real  estate  of  the 

testator 


due  to  Abraham  Elandf  with  interest,  amounting 
ler  to  2320/.   18^.  4^.;   and  he  found  that  the 
iQity  to  the  widow  commenced  in  March  1831 ;  and 
^^    finind  that  the   testator's  property  had  sold  for 

Iht  1ml  estate  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  debt  and 
^^B^cies  of  the  testator,  and  the  mortgages. 

Mr*  Temple 
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testator  Thomas  Elandf  therein  before  mentioned  and        1838. 
described,  from  payment  of  166/.  135.  4(f.,  it  was  wit- 
iiessed  tbat  Nicholas  Blanshard  released  the  property 
from  the  166&  135.  4ef. 

By  a  similar  deed,  dated  the  27th  of  April  1832, 
jTTkomas  EUmd  executed  a  further  charge  to  Mrs.  Crooke 
for  the  sum  of  150/.;  and  Abraham  Elands  who  had 
attained  twenty-one,  released  the  property  from  his  166/. 
1  &r.  4dl,  being  one  third  of  Marj/s  legacy,  to  which  he 
hftd  become  entitled. 

The  l^cy  of  2000/.,  to  which  the  Plaintifl^  Abraham 
EUsndj  was  entitled,  being  unpaid,  he  filed  this  bill  to 
compel  payment. 

By  the  original  decree  it  was  referred  to  the  Masteif 
to  take  the  asnal  accounts. 

"Xhe  Master  reported  that,  as  to  the  personal  estate 
^*  the  testator,  "  it  being  alleged  on  the  part  of  the 
-^^^feodant,  Thomas  Elandj  that  he  was  utterly  incapable 
^^  making  oat  such  accounts,  the  several  other  parties 
"^^  waited  the  taking  such  accounts  $ "  and  he  found 
^*l  the  only  creditor  of  the  deceased  was  Robert  Elandj 

^  a  debt  due  on  bond  and  for  interest,  which  amounted 
^^     569L  65. ;  and  he  found  that  the  legacy  of  2000/. 
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1838. 


Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Boupell^  for  the  Plaintiff,  tl 
legatee,  contended  that  the  mortgagees  took  the  esta 
expressly  subject  to  the  legacies,  and  that  the  amoii 
thus  reserved  was  payable  to  the  legatees  in  priority 
the  creditors,  or  if  not,  then  that  the  mortgagees  tO( 
the  real  estate  subject  to  the  debts  also. 


They  argued,  that  as  to  Mrs.  Crooke^  the  contra 
between  her  and  the  executor  was,  that  the  mortgage 
Mrs.  Crooke^  should  take  as  her  security,  the  interest  : 
the  estate  which  might  remain  after  satisfaction  of  tl 
legacies  charged  upon  it ;  and  as  to  Mrs.  Seaman^  th; 
she  took  with  notice  of  and  subject  to  the  prior  incan 
brance ;  that  she  was  therefore  entitled  to  so  much  as  r< 
mained  after  the  prior  mortgage  had  heen  satisfied,  or,  i 
other  words,  took  subject  to  the  legacies ;  that  the  amoui 
of  the  legacies  tlms  having  priority  over  all  the  mortgage 
was  payable  to  the  legatees,  whose  specific  rights  ha 
been  reserved  by  the  stipulation  of  the  deeds,  and  thi 
the  creditors  of  the  testator  were  not  entitled  thereto. 


They  admitted  the  rule  to  be,  that  where  there  is 
charge  of  debts,  the  generality  of  the  trust  relieves 
party  from  the  necessity  of  seeing  to  the  application  i 
the  purchase  money :  but  they  contended,  that  a  pai 
chaser  or  mortgagee,  in  order  to  bring  himself  with! 
the  rule,  must  shew  that  the  trustee  was  selling  tfa 
estate  in  that  character,  and  not  as  owner  —  that  he  wa 
carrying  the  trusts  of  the  will  into  execution,  and  nc 
dealing  with  the  estate  for  his  own  benefit. 

In  Watkins  v.  Cheek  (a),  a  purchaser  was  held  boon* 
to  see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase  money,  altboug 
there  was  a  general  charge  of  debts,  because  the  dee 

shewe 

(a)  2  Sim.  ^  Si.  199. 
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sfaewed  that  the  money  advanced  to  Clieek  ^^  was  a  mere 
personal  loan  to  him,  having  no  colour  of  connection 
with  the  charges  on  the  testator's  estate  ; "  so  here,  the 
recital  in  the  first  deed  is,  ^^  that  Thomas  Eland  had 
occasion  to  borrow  1000/.'*  &c.,  shewing  that  he  was 
dealing  as  the  owner  for  his  own  benefit,  and  not  in  the 
performance  of  the  trusts  of  the  will ;  that  this  was  one 
of  the  grounds  of  the  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  in 
Johisan  v.  Kennett  (a),  and  which  did  not  appear  to 
liave  been  interfered  with  by  Lord  LyndJiurst  on  the 
reversal,  (b) 

Mr.  Sutton  SharpCf  for  the  widow,  contended  that  she 
"^  a  right  to  elect  between  the  annuity  and  her  dower, 

^r.  RichardSi  for  Mrs.  Crooke,  the  mortgagee,  con- 

•^^^ded  that  she  had  priority  both  over  the  debts  and  the 

^Ifeacies,  or,  at  all  events,  over  the  debts ;  that  the  efiect 

^    the  transactions  was  not  such  as  to  deprive  her  of 

^^  acknowledged  rule,  "  that  where  debts  are  charged 

^^^^erally,  or  where  debts   and   legacies   are   charged 

^lerally,  the  purchasers  of  the  real  estate  are  not 

Had  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase  money  *' 

^^^^nson  V,  Kennett  (c) ;  that  the  money  had  been  paid 

l^^ic  the  only  hand  competent  to  receive  and  to  distribute 

that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  money  was  not 

for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts,  or  that  it 

not  so  applied ;  and  that  the  mortgagee  was  there- 

*^^e  protected  against  any  claim,  on  the  part  of  the 

^•""^^litors  at  least     As  regarded  the  legatees,  he  con- 

^^Kled  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  deed,  the  mortgagee 

&^cL  Dot,  as  was  supposed,  take  subject  to  the  legacies 

^B^  that  the  covenant  against  all  incumbrances,  except 

the 


1838. 


it  ^ 


(4  6  5!M(mf,590. 
(^)  3  M^ne  4*  K.  624. 


(c)  S  Mgltte  ^  K.  6S0. 


R 
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the  legacies,  had  not  the  effect  of  postponing  the  securit 
to  the  legacies. 

That  Watkins  v.  Cheek  did  not  apply,  being  a  caa 
where  two  parties  concurred  in  committing  a  breach 
trust. 


Mr.  Purvis^  for  Mrs.  Seaman^  in  addition  to  the  £ 
guments  offered  on  the  part  of  the  other  mortgaga 
contended  that  their  cases  differed,  for  that  the  mx^ 
gage  deed  of  Mrs.  Seaman  contained  no  such  exceptS 
as  to  the  legacies  as  was  contained  in  the  mortgage 
Mrs.  Crooke ;  and  that  the  notice  of  Mrs.  CrocR 
charge  contained  in  Mrs.  SeamarCs  deed  did  not  opei^-i 
so  as  to  postpone  Mrs.  Seaman  to  the  legatees  (^ 
WyaU  V.  Banvell.  {b) 

Mr.  Pembertony  for  the  creditor. 

The  parties  have  waived  the  accounts  of  the  persoi 
estate ;  it  must  therefore  be  assumed  that  it  was  ^ 
ficlent  to  pay  the  creditors ;  as  to  the  general  rule,  a^ 
seeing  to  the  application  of  the  purchase  money,  th  ^ 
is  no  doubt ;  if  money  is  taken  up  by  the  trustee 
his  own  purposes,  the  mortgagee  or  purchaser  ta^ 
subject  to  the  charges. 

Here,  the  mortgagees  have  expressly  taken  subject:' 
the  legacies ;  they  must  therefore  have  known  that  '^ 
money  was  not  raised  for  the  purpose  of  paying  ^ 
debts :  for  then  they  would  have  taken,  not  subject 
but  in  priority  of  the  legacies.  This,  with  the  recital 
to  the  loan,  shews  that  the  devisee  raised  the  moiP 
for  his  own  purposes,  and  not  for  the  payment  of  t- 

testator 


(a)  SvgdefCi  Vendors,  ch,XYU, 


(b)  19  Ves.  435. 


f 
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testator's  debts ;  the  mortgagee  therefore  took  subject 
to  ^e  trusts  of  the  will,  and  became  bound  to  see  to  the 
application  of  the  mortgage  money. 


thi 


it  i 


th< 


€  claims  of  the  legatees  to  be  paid  in  priority  to 
creditors  cannot  be  maintained,  for  they  were  no 
to  the  contracts  reserving  the  legacies;  when 
amount   comes  into  the  hands  of  the  executor 
<Kistitutes  part  of  the  testator's  assets  and  must  be 
with  by  him  in  the  usual  course  of  administration : 
testator's  debts  must  in  that  case  be  first  satisfied^ 
the  legatees  are  entided  to  any  thing. 


S48 


18S8. 


Eland 

V, 

Eland. 


'•  LaamdeSy  for  Thomas  Eland. 


\  Temple^  in  reply. 


this 
but 


Master  of  the  Rolls. 

e  general  rule  on  which  the  Court  acts  in  cases  of 
Icind,  has  been  very  accurately  stated  at  the  bar ; 
this  case  must  be  decided  on  the  peculiar  facts 
circumstances,  which  are  difierent  from  those  which 
^^'^^rred  in  the  cases  cited. 

^y  the  will  of  this  testator,  he  subjected  all  his  estates 

the  payment  of  his  debts,  he  gave  certain  legacies, 

^^d  then,  subject  to  the  legacies,  he  gave  the  real  estate 

^^    Thomas  Eland.      Thomas  Eland  was  trustee  and 

^^^^cutor  of  the  will,  and  is  a  devisee  of  this  estate, 

^^  no  doubt,  he  was  the  person  by  whom  the  assets  of 

^  testator  ought  to  have  been  applied  in  satisfaction  of 

^  the  debts  and  legacies.     And  if  he  had  sold  the 

estate  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  received  the  purchase 

i2  2  money. 


Jvl^  12. 
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18S8.  money,  even  if  he  had  misapplied  that  purchase  money^ 
his  vendees  would  not  have  been  bound  to  see  to  the 
application  of  it,  and  would  have  held  the  estate  not- 
withstanding that  the  debts  and  legacies  had  not  been 
paid.  But  he  does  not  do  that,  what  he  does  is  to  raise 
irom  Mrs.  Crooke  1000/.  [His  Lordship  stated  the 
deeds  of  5th  and  6th  oi  April  1826.]  Her  security,  as 
it  appears  to  me  on  the  construction  of  these  deeds,  con- 
sisted of  the  estate,  less  the  amount  of  the  charges  re- 
ferred to.  [His  Lordship  stated  the  subsequent  se- 
curities to  Mrs.  Crooke.l  I  should  say,  even  if  the 
words  of  the  deed  did  not  necessarily  induce  this  con- 
struction, that  the  transactions  which  took  phice,  shew 
to  demonstration,  that  this  lady  never  imagined  she  had 
a  security  on  anything,  except  only  on  the  surplus  after 
satisfaction  of  the  charges.  In  other  words,  she 
the  estate,  subject  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  amount 
those  charges ;  and  it  appears  that  two  of  the  chargcij 
now  remain,  namely,  the  legacy  of  2000/.  to  the  Plaii — 
tiff,  and  the  annuity  of  80/.,  which  belongs  to  the  widoi 
and  which  are  both  expressly  stated  in  the  deed. 

With  regard  to  the  other  mortgage  which  was  m\ 
to  Mrs.  Seaman^  dated  the  9th  of  May  1826,  being  abo— 
a  month  after  the  first  deed  was  executed  to  Mrs.C/ 
it  appears  that  Mrs.  Seaman^  who  was  a  second  moi 
had  clearly  notice  of  the  first  mortgage,  because  it 
recited  in  her  deed ;  and  I  can  hardly  imagine  that 
second  mortgagee  upon  an  estate,  with  full  notice  ^ 
the  first  mortgage,  could  be  considered  in  any  oth  -^ 
light  than  as  a  mortgagee  of  the  equity  of  redemptio^^-^ 
which  remained  in  the  mortgagor  after  the  execution  ^"^ 
the  first  mortgage.  I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible 
put  it  further ;  Mrs.  Seaman  had  notice  of  the  prior 
—  she  bad  the  means  of  knowing  what  was  the  value 

tl 
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the  ^^aity  of  redemption  —  and  she  must  be  taken  to 
hav^  known  it ;  and  the  security  which  she  then  took, 
-was  tJie  equity  of  redemption  vested  in  the  mortgagor 
afteir  the  execution  of  the  first  mortgage.  I,  therefore, 
think  Mrs.  Seaman  must  be  considered  to  have  taken 
her  security,  subject  to  these  charges. 


1838. 


The  next  is  a  question  of  considerable  importance  to 

the  parties.     It  appears  the  debts  have  not  been  paid : 

there  is  at  least  a  bond  debt,  to  the  amount  of  500/.  and 

upwards,  which  has  not  been  paid.    The  question  which 

arises  is  hardly  this,  whether  the  creditor  unpaid  is  to 

remain  unpaid,  there  being  assets  for  the  payment?  but 

the  question  would  seem  to  be,  whether  the  amount  of 

the  unpaid  charges,  or  that  part  of  the  estate  which  has 

been  reserved  by  the  mortgagor,  ought  to  be  considered 

^general  assets,  in  which  case  the  creditor  would  have 

to  be  paid  out  of  that  sum :  or  whether  the  amount 

^  the  debt  is  to  be  added,  as  against  the  mortgagees, 

^  the  amount  of  those  reserved  charges :  that  would 

^^C6in  to  be  the  question.    Now,  I  confess,  I  do  not 

^Unk  it  follows,  that  because  the  legatees  may  have  re- 

^^ed  unpaid  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  executed^ 

tt  must  therefore  be  inferred  that  the  money  was  raised 

11^7  for  the  personal  benefit  of  the  mortgagor,  and 

^  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  debts  which  were 

<^ng  by  the  testator.      I  cannot  comprehend  why 

^^hmas  Eland^  the  devisee,   supposing  himself  to  be 

possessed  of  an  estate  which  was  sufficient  to  pay  both 

^  debts  which   were  payable   immediately  and  the 

^%Bdes  which  were  payable  at  a  future  time,  might  not 

reasonably  and  properly  have  said,  I  will  raise  money 

^  pay  the  debts  now,  and  leave  the  legacies^  which  are 

Payable  hereafter,  as  charges  on  the  estate.     In  that 

^^  the  mortgagee  would  not  have  been  obliged  to 

R  3  see 
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18  38.  see  to  the  application  of  the  money.  I  am^  therefore^ 
very  much  disposed  to  think,  that  I  must  look  at  the 
amount  of  the  charges  as  general  assets,  that  the  credi- 
tors must  be  paid  out  of  those  charges^  and  that  the 
remainder  of  those  charges  will  belong  to  the  legatees 
in  priority  to  the  mortgagee.  If  anything  should  ulti- 
mately remain,  the  mortgagee  will  obtain  payment 
out  of  that.  That  seems  to  me  the  most  reasonable 
construction  I  can  give  to  the  instruments,  consider- 
ing in  that  way,  that  the  mortgagees  properly  paid 
the  money  to  the  trustees  and  executor,  and  that 
the  security  which  they  took,  was  the  estate  less  the 
charges. 


Jviy  so.  The  case  came  on  again,  when  Mr.  Sutton  Sharpe 

contended  that  the  widow's  annuity  iiad  priority  of  the 
PlaintiiF's  legacy,  she  being  a  purchaser  in  consideration 
of  her  dower.     He  argued  as  follows :  — 

That  in  order  to  exclude  a  wife  from  dower,  bji 
election,  it  must  be  shewn  that  the  testator  meant  txz 
exclude  her  from  it  (a) 


That  the  effect  of  putting  a  wife  to  her  election,  was 
decide  that  the  testator  had  given  the  benefit  conferred 
by  his  will  in  bar  of  dower. 

And  where  a  bequest  is  made  by  the  testator  to  hvm 
wife  in  lieu  of  dower,  her  election  to  accept  the  legacy 
placed  her  in  the  situation  of  a  purchaser  of  what  was 
given  to  her  by  the  will ;  and  she  would  then  be  entitled 
to  a  preference  in  payment  over  the  other  legacies; 

BwTtdge 

(a)  2  Roper  on  Legacies^  540. ;  and  see  Roadley  v«  Dixon,  3  Russ. 
192. 
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^firridge  v.  Bradyl  (a),  Blower  v.  Morret  (6),  Daoenkill        1838. 
»^  Betcher{p\  Heath  v.  -D^wg^.  (d) 

^at  if  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  a  priority,  she 

^^  not  to  be  held  bound  by  her  election,  as  she  was 

^^  bound  by  an  election  made  under  a  mistaken  notion 

^f  the  claim  against  her ;  Wake  v.  Wake  {e\  Kidney  v. 

^^^^'^^Sfn^iker  (g),  Edwards  v.  Morgan.  {A) 


^^^  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  reserving  the  ques« 

Hon  of  election,  and  stating  that  he  still  considered  that 

"*c   fi^ourity  taken  by  the  mortgagee  was  the  value  of 

u^G  ^s^fite,  minus  the  amount  of  the  legacies,  proceeded). 

*he  oontroversy  is  first  between  the  Plaintiff,  an  unpaid 

iegate^  of  2000/.,  and  the  mortgagee  ;  the  mortgagee  in- 

f^^^^fit  that,  notwithstanding  the  words  of  the  deed,  she 

w  eotltied  to  take  the  estate  free  firom  the  charge;  and 

^^^atee  insisting  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 

^liarge  expressly  reserved  out  of  the  mortgage :  and 

*     ^*^lier   question  arises   between   the  legatee  and  a 

^^'^^i^or.      It  appeared  to  me,  however,  on  a  former 

Lon,  as  it  appears  to  me  now,  that  there  cannot 


^    ^x>mpetition  between  a  legatee  and  a  creditor; 

^  ^liis  sum  of  2000/.,  being  a  portion  of  the  testator's 

^^^^^  never  assigned  or  distinctly  appropriated  to  the 

*^^t^e,  although  the  legatee's  name  is  mentioned  in  the 

^  ^^*  I  cannot  refiise  to  pay  the  debt  out  of  this  portion 

^    ^^  testator's  estate. 


In 


(a)  1  P.  W.  127.  (e)  1  Vea.jun.  335. 

{b)  2  Ves.  sen.  420.  (g)  12  Ves.  136,  1 53. 

(e)  AmUer^  844.  (A)  M'Ciell,  548. 
(d)  1  Russ.  S43. 
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1838. 


In  consequence  of  some  of  the  parties  having  been 
taken  by  surprise^  as  to  the  questions  raised^  his  Lord* 
ship  permitted  the  case  to  be  re-argued. 


Nov.  16.  The  case  was  argued  by  the  same  counsel,  (a) 

m 

The  Mast£r  of  the  Rolls. 

Upon  the  question,  whether  the  mortgages  took  their 
interest,  subject  or  not  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts,  I 
shall  take  an  opportunity  of  again  considering  the  matter, 
and  again  reading  over  the  deeds  which  are  material. 

On  the  other  questions  which  have  been  raised,  I 
have  only  to  state,  that  having  carefully  attended  to  the 
arguments  to  day,  I  can  see  no  reason  whatever  to  alter 
the  opinion  I  expressed  on  a  former  occasion.    LfOok 
ing  at  these  deeds,  and  the  conduct  of  the  mortgage 
who  was  the  devisee,  heir,  executor  and  the  perso- 
charged  with  the  duty  of  paying  the  legacies,  I  am  n 
of  opinion,  as  I  was  before,  that  the  mortgagee  took, 
his  security  for  the  money  to  be  advanced,  the  mo 
gaged  estate,  minus  the  value  of  the  legacies,  and  tta 
that  was  his  contract.     The  other  question  discuss^?^ 
was,  whether,  in  the  absence  of  any  other  means    ^^- 
paying  the  creditor,  the  creditor  had  not  a  claim  on  tl 
funds  that  were  to  be  recovered  by  the  executor  and 
trustee  of  this  mortgage.     There  was  a  contract,  which, 
as  I  conceive,  amounted  to  this,  that  the  mortgagor,  for 
the  purpose  of  paying  the  legacies,  reserved,  out  of  the 
mortgaged  estate,  the  amount  of  the  legacies  then  re* 
maining  unpaid.     That  amount  must  have  come  into 
his  hands :  being  in  his  hands,  was  there  such  an  ap» 
propriation,  for  the  benefit  of  the  legatees,  as  to  pre- 
vent 

(a)  On  this  argument  the  widow's  right  to  priori^  over  the  other 
legatees  was  conceded. 
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^^Qt  it,  when  in  bis  hands,  being  treated  as  assets  liable 

^  the  payment  of  the  creditors ;  or  are  the  creditors  to 

go  unpaid,  in  order  that  legatees  and  volunteers  under 

^e  will  may  be  paid,  in  consequence  of  the  arrangement 

^liich  was  made  by  the  executor  in  this  case  to  reserve, 

<^ut  of  the  security,  such  a  sum  of  money.     Various 

Acuities  have  been  presented,  but  I  think  every  one  of 

^em    is  capable  of  an  easy  solution.    It  is  not  material 

to  go  into  all  these  particulars,  because  still  I  think  the 

creditors  must  be  paid  in  priority  to  the  legatees :  there 

assets  for  that  purpose. 


TH^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Th^  question  reserved  in  this  case  was,  whether  the 
mortgagee  was  bound  to  see  the  money  which  she  ad- 
nncecl  on  the  mortgage,  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the 
testator's  debts.    [His  Lordship  here  detailed  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case.] 


Dec.  19. 


The  Plaintifis  legacy  of  20002.  being  unpaid,  this  bill 
18  filed  to  compel  payment.  On  the  inquiry  under  the 
decree,  it  appears  that  the  bond  debt  remains  unpaid. 
Tbe  aooount  of  the  personal  estate  was  waived,  and  the 
^  estate  is  insufficient  to  pay  the  debt  and  legacies  of 
the  testator  and  the  mortgages. 

It  is  admitted,  that  as  between  the  annuitant  and  the 
l^itee^  the  annuitant  is  entitled  to  be  preferred;  but  it 
15  coDtended  by  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  creditor  and  the 
legatees  ought  to  have  priority  before  the  mortgagees ; 
and  that  at  all  events,  the  Plaintiff,  as  legatee,  and  the 
mioir,  as  annuitant  under  the  will,  are  by  the  form  and 
nature  of  the  mortgage  deeds,  entitled  to  preference. 


On 
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On  the  other  hand,  the  mortgagees  insist  that  fcJ 
fairly  advanced  the  money  to  the  devisee  and  execis.1 
and  were  not  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  it ;  ^ 
that  if  not  exempt  from  the  legaciesi  they  are  exeac 
from  the  debt. 


In  the  case  of  Watkin  v.  Cheek  (a)  it  was  determiim 
that  if  in  a  case  of  this  sort,  the  circumstances  of  ' 
transaction  shewed  that  the  money  was  not  to  be  appli 
in  payment  of  the  debts  or  legacies,  the  mortgagee  ns  i 
hold,  liable  to  the  charge. 

Now  the  circumstances  of  this  transaction  do  slm 
that  the  first  advance  of  1000/.  was  not  to  be  applIe(X 
payment  of  the  legacies ;  and,  therefore,  the  mortgaf 
held  subject  to  the  legacies.  It  is  argued,  that  the  c: 
cumstances  shew,  that  the  money  was  not  to  be  appU 
in  payment  of  debts.  In  the  deed  Thomas  Elatid  Is  ^ 
scribed  as  heir  and  devisee  of  the  testator ;  and  it  be£ 
recited,  that  he  had  occasion  to  borrow  the  money,  m- 
had  requested  the  money  to  be  lent  to  him,  it  is  argis- 
to  be  clear,  that  the  whole  transaction  was  by  him, 
owner  of  the  estate  and  for  his  own  benefit ;  I  am,  ho  " 
ever,  of  opinion  that  these  circumstances  do  not  lead 
that  conclusion :  he  was  the  person  whose  du^  it  w^ 
to  raise  and  receive  the  money,  and  apply  it  for  pa^ 
ment  of  the  debts ;  and  J  think  that  there  is  nothing  i 
the  deeds  to  shew  that  the  money  was  not  to  be  duf 
applied,  and  the  consequence  appears  to  me  to  he^  tha 
the  mortgagee  holds,  subject  to  the  amount  of  the  un 
paid  legacies  and  annuity,  but  not  to  the  debt. 

The  amount  of  the  unpaid  legacy  is  reserved  out  o 
the  security,  and  is  recoverable  by  the  executor  ant 

mortgagor 

(a)  2Sim.^  Si.  199. 
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mortgagor;  and  coming  to  his  hands  as  executor,  I 
think  that,  however  contrary  to  his  intention  at  the 
time  of  the  transaction,  it  is  assets  for  the  payment  of 
the  debt. 


Xhe  Plaintiff  in  this  case  appealed;  but  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  on  the  30th  of  May  1839,  dismissed  the 
Appeal  with  costs. 


SCOONES  x>.  MORRELL. 

'  B^HE  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Scoones,  was  the  trustee  for  sale 

'^  under  the  will  of  a  Mr.  Bedford  ;  and  on  the  10th 

September  1831,  he  entered  into  an  agreement  with 

it  Defendant,  for  the  sale  of  an  estate  which  had  been 

d^iised  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  for 

it  sum  of  5300/.      The  contract  contained  certain 

conditions:  the  Defendant  was  to  pay  for  the 

t:£Knber,  &c.,  at  a  valuation,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the 

should  be  completed  at  Christmas^  and  *^  that 

purchaser  should  be  allowed  to  go  into  possession  at 

^iAadauu  if  the  title  was  then  approved  of;  but  when 

tide  was  once  approved  and  possession  given,  no 

c^ft^gectkm  should  subsequently  be  raised  to  it,  but  the 

puTchaser  should  be  bound  to  complete  the  purchase  at 


next.' 


f> 


"Rie  abstract  of  the  title  was  delivered  on  the  18th 
^OcMff  IBSI,  and  the  opinion  of  the  Defendant's 
^<^<u^  thereon  obtained  in  the  same  month,  approving 
oi  the  tide,  subject  to  the  identifying  the  parcels,  to  an 

objection 


1839. 
March  8^  9. 

Where  strips 
of  land  lie 
between  the 
highway  and 
the  adjoining 
enclosure,  the 
legal  pre- 
sumption is, 
that  the  soil 
belongs  to  the- 
owner  of  the 
adjoining  old 
enclosure. 

The  fact  of 
a  title  having 
been  perfected 
in  the  Master's 
office,  docs  not 
determine  the 
question  of 
the  costs  of  a 
suit  for  specific 
performance, 
which  depends 
upon  whether 
the  defects 
which  have 
been  removed 
there,  were 
the  occasion 
of  the  suit. 
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objection  as  to  an  outstanding  mortgage^  and  some  few 
other  minor  particulars. 

On  the  17th  of  November  1831,  the  Defendant  was 
let  into  possession  of  the  principal  part  of  the  estate, 
and,  in  December  following,  a  valuation  of  the  timber 
was  made  by  the  appraisers  of  the  respective  parties. 

In  February  1832,  disputes  arose  between  the  parties 
on  matters  unconnected  with  the  purchase,  and  on  the 
18th  of  that  month  the  purchaser,  in  a  letter  to  the 
vendor,  stated,  that  he  thought  that  it  would  be  neces- 
sary, from  what  he  had  heard,  to  make  some  further 
inquiries  as  to  the  testator's  will,  it  seeming,  as  he 
understood,  that  the  gentleman  who  made  the  will  had 
made  his  father    sole  devisee  and  residuary  legatec^^^ 
under  the  will,  and  was  also  a  witness  to  the  same.    I 
affidavit  of  the  attesting  witness  as  to  the  execution 
the  will  of  the  testator  was  produced,  and  to  satisi 
the  other  objection,  an  affidavit  was  made  with 
to  the  identity  of  the  lands. 

These  affidavits  were  accompanied  by  a  letter,  dat^^^ 
the  5th  of  May  1832,  expressing  a  hope  that  they  woiii 
be  satisfactory ;  but  the  reply  was,  that  he,  the  pur-^ 
chaser,  must  examine  the  different  abstracts,  affidavit^ 
and  plan,  on  the  spot,  to  ascertain  their  accuracy.    An- 
other letter  was  then  sent  from  the  vendor's  solicitors  to 
the  Defendant,  dated  the  14th  of  June  18S2,  statbg 
that  having  received  no  answer  to  their  last  applicatioii 
on  the  subject  of  the  purchase,  they  were  directed  to 
say,  that  a  bill  would  be  now  immediately  filed  against 
the  purchaser  for  the  fulfilment  of  his  contract.    No 
notice  having  been  taken  of  this  letter,  the  bill  was  filed 
on  the  11th  of  July  1832. 


The 


MOBRELU 
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The  Defendant  put  in  his  answer  on  the  15th  of  Nb^        I889* 
vemher  1832,  in  which  he  objected  that  the  will  of  the      ^^'^"^'^ 

•^  ,  SCOONES 

testator  was  not  duly  executed  by  the  testator  in  the  pre-  v. 

sence  of  the  witnesses,  and  that  he  was  not  competent  so 
to  do;  and  he  insisted  that  the  Piaintifis  were  not  able  to 
perfonn  the  contract,  for  they  had  not  made  out  a  good 
title,  and  pending  the  suit  to  establish  the  will,  they 
ooold  not  compel  the  performance  of  the  contract,  but 
he  did  Dot  state  in  what  other  respect  he  was  dissatisfied 
with  the  title.     Upon  this  the  vendor  endeavoured  to 
obtain  a  deed  of  confirmation  from  the  heir  of  the 
testator,  but  the  purchaser  advised  him  not  to  confirm 
the  will.    A  suit  was  instituted  against  the  heir  to 
establish  the  will,  which  was  established  pending  the 
proceedings  in  this  cause,  by  a  decree  dated  the  12th  of 
^  1885*    This  cause  was  first  heard  on  the  15th  of 
^brumy  1836,   when  a  reference  was  made  to  the 
^faster,  to  enquire  whether  the  Plaintifi^  could  make  a 
pod  tide  to  the  estate,  and  when  such  title  was  first 
iliewo,  with  liberty  to  state  special  circumstances. 

In  the  Master's  office  the  Defendant  took  a  variety 

tf  objections  to  the  title,  amounting  to  twenty-seven, 

^y  the  whole  of  which  had  not  been  insbted  upon 

ojhim  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  suit,  some  of  which 

^"^  answered  and  some  abandoned.     One  of  the  ob- 

f^^otm  related  to  a  mortgage,  of  which  no  mention  had 

heeamade  for  upwards  of  100  years,  and  which  it  was 

^^^nteoded  by  the  vendors,  independently  of  the  recent 

luoHation  act,  was  sufficient  proof  of  its  having  been 

s>lttfied;  but  in  consequence  of  the  objection  being 

pKi8ed,  search  was  made  among  the  old  deeds,  when 

the  (MJginal  mortgage  deed  was  found  cancelled,  with  a 

proper  receipt  indorsed,  and  also  a  release  dated  iu 

1744;  the  vendor  contended,  that  no  evidence  of  the 

satis&ction  of  this  mortgage  had  been  required  by  the 

Defendant^ 
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Defendant,  until  his  objections  bad  been  brought  in 
the  Master's  office,  or  it  would  have  been  furnished. 

Several  certificates,  evidence  as  to  the  enclosure 
some  strips  of  waste  land,  in  opposition  to  the  eviden 
produced  by  the  vendor,  and  several  affidavits   wei 
produced  in  the  Master's  office  to  shew  the  birtli 
deaths,  &c. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  dated  the  2l8t  of  Ju 
1837,  certified  ^'that  the  Piaintiffi;  could  make  a  goo 
title  to  the  estate  and  premises  comprised  in  the  agrei 
ment ;  **  and  with  respect  to  special  circumstances,  I 
found  ^^  that  the  Plaintifis  had,  by  their  state  of  fad 
stated  circumstances  to  shew  that,  in  consequence  of  t 
Defendant  having  entered  into  possession  and  exercise 
certain  acts  of  ownership,  he  was  precluded  from  insL 
ing  on  any  objections  not  taken  to  the  title  before 
entered  into  possession,  especially  any  that  were  obvia 
on  the  face  of  the  abstracts ; "  and  he  found  that  a  count 
state  of  facts  had  been  brought  in  by  the  Defendan 
*^  but,  it  not  having  been  referred  to  him  to  inquire  wfa 
ther  the  Defendant  had  or  not  accepted  the  title,  h 
the  Master,  had  not  thought  fit  to  inquire  into  sni 
special  circumstances,  or  to  state  them  in  his  report.*' 

The  Defendant  took  seven  exceptions  to  the  Mastei 
report,  the  principal  of  which  related  to  about  fourtec 
small  pieces  of  land  lying  between  the  King's  highwi 
and  old  enclosures,  forming  part  of  the  estate,  and  var 
ing  in  size  between  an  acre  and  three  quarters,  and  fii 
poles,  which  had  been,  at  dififerent  periods  betwec 
eighteen  and  thirty  years,  enclosed  by  the  owner  of  tl 
adjoining  old  enclosures,  and  as  to  which  it  was  ii 
sisted  by  the  purchaser  that  a  good  title  could  not  I: 
shewn. 

Mi 
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Afr.  Beihellj  in  support  of  the  exceptions,  relied  on        1889. 
the  evidence  as  shewing,  that  these  small  portions  of    ^^^^"^ 
vaste  <<  were  contiguous  to  or  communicated  with  open  «. 

coQunoos  immediately  adjoining  the  same,"  and  that, 
therefixre^  the  presumption  that  they  belonged  to  the 
<>viier  of  the  adjoining  old  enclosure  was  rebutted.  As 
^  some  of  these  he  insisted  they  were  essential  to  the 
^joyment  of  the  property,  and  that  without  them  a 

fP^ci£c  performance  could  not  be  decreed,  or  at  least 

^°tt  they  ought  to  be  the  subject  of  compensation. 

^r.  Peniberion^  Mr.  Kindersley^  Mr.  James  Campbell 
Ud  Mr.  21  PeyrUer^  contra^  argued  that  the  evidence  did 
not  bear  out  the  proposition  contended  for  by  the  Defend- 
^^  that  the  enclosed  portions  were  contiguous  to  any 
^xxiinon,  but  that  they  abutted  on  the  King's  highway, 
^^d,  therefore,  that  the  l^al  presumption  arose,  that 
^^y  belonged  to  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  enclosure. 
"*  «ey  relied  upon  Grose  v.  West  (a),  where  it  was  held, 
^^t  prima  faciey  the  presumption  is,  that  a  strip  of  land 
O^Uig  between  a  highway  and  the  adjoining  enclosure  is 
^^  property  of  the  owner  of  the  enclosure ;  but  if  the 
^^'^p  of  land  communicate  with  open  commons  or  other 

^^S^r  portions  of  land,  the  presumption  is  either  done 

^^'ay  or  considerably  narrowed,   for  the  evidence  of 
^^'^crship  which  applies  to  the  larger  portions,  applies 

^*^o  to  the  narrow  strip  which  communicates  with  them. 

^^^^  ▼.  Prickett  (J),  Doe  dem*   Barrett  v.  Kemp  (c), 
'med  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 


iVf  r.  Bethelly  in  reply. 


T^ 


(a)  7  Taunt.  39.  (c)  7  Bing.  353. 

(&)  S  SUark.  467. 


2.56  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S9*  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

ScooMEs  In  all  cases  of  this  description  the  question  is  one 

MoB^ELL.     ^^  presumption,   and    I  am    never   surprised    at   an 
objection  being  taken  to  a  title  on  this  ground;  but 
looking  at  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  looking  at 
the  situation  of  these  portions  of  land,  and  having 
regard  to  the  number  of  them  which  have  been  taken  in 
by  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  old  enclosures,  and  the 
length  of  time  since  they  were  taken  in,   I  am   of 
opinion  that  the  legal  presumption  does  arise  that  the 
owner  of  the  adjoining  land  was  entitled  to  enclose 
them.     Then  the  only  question  is,  if  this  presumption  is 
rebutted  by  the  evidence ;  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  not. 
The  evidence  brought  forward  to  rebut  it,  is  quite 
unsatisfactory;  and  the  exceptions  must,  therefore,  be 
over-ruled. 


The  case  then  came  on  for  further  directions,  wht 
Mr.  Bethell^  for  the  purchaser,  contended  that,  the  tit=^ 
having  been  made  out  in  the  Master's  office,  the  Plaint  ^ 
ought  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  PembertoTij  Mr.  Kinderslet/y  Mr.  James  Campbi 
and  Mr.  T.  Paynter^  contr^ 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  contract  must  be  pei 
formed,  the  purchase  money  paid,  and  the  conveyances^ 
executed ;  and  the  only  remaining  question  is,  who  is 
pay  the  costs  of  the  suit.  The  Master  has  repoi 
*^that  a  good  title  was  first  shewn  pending  the  pnn^ 
ceedings  in  his  office ;''  the  costs,  in  all  cases,  materiall^^ 

depeoc^ 
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d^j^>oiid  on  when  a  good  title  was  first  shewn»  but  that  is        1889. 
xici^t    and  cannot  be  considered  conclusive.    It  frequently     ^1^^''*^*^'^ 

*  ''  SCOONES 

that  the  duty  which  the  vendor  has  undertaken  «. 

perform  in  making  out  a  good  title,  is  interrupted  by     Moeeeix. 
nae  daim  or  demand  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser, 
Kmich  cannot  be  sustained,  and  which  gives  rise  to  a 
tit;  the  consequence  may  be,  that  something  remains  to 
done^  which  is  not  done  until  tlie  suit  gets  into  the 
office^  but  which  the  vendor  would  have  done 
'^^i^hout  suit,  if  an  opportunity  had  been  afforded  him. 
^KM.     such  a  case,  the  fact  of  the  title  having  been  per- 
'^■^Ced  in  the  Master's  o£Sce  does  not  determine  the 
ion  of  costs,  and  then  it  becomes  absolutely  neces* 
to  look  into  the  circumstances. 


e  question  really  is,  whether  the  defects  which  have 

removed  in  the  Master's  office  were  the  occasion 

e  suit     [His  Lordship  recapitulated  the  circum- 

«es  of  the  case.]     Now,  if  the  vaUdity  of  the  devise 

been  the  only  objection  relied  on,  there  would  have 

a  speedy  termination  to  the  suit  after  the  will  had 

XI  established  in  May  1835;  but,  upon  the  hearing  of 

cause  in  February  1836,  the  purchaser  takes  a  re- 

^^Uice  to  the  Master  to  inquire  into  the  title,  and  then 

all  possible  objections  to  the  title,  most  of  which, 

^^^'^ever,  were  over-ruled;   one  of  them  related  to  a 


Ugage  mentioned  in  a  deed  of  upwards  of  1€0  years 

^'^»  which  had  not  been  since  heard  of:  the  vendor 

^^^^tended  that  the  mortgage  term  must  be  presumed  to 

"^Ve  been  satisfied,  but,  upon  search,  an  old  deed  of  re- 

c^^veyanoe  was  found.    This  fact  was  relied  on  by  the 

^^^^fendant,  as  shewing  that  a  good  tide  had  not  been 

^'^etiously  made  out;  but,  because  new  evidence  was 

^^OQght  forward  in  the  Master's  office  by  the  vendors, 

iniut  it  necessarily  be  taken  for  granted  that  a  good  title 

hA  not  previously  been  made  out,  and  must  the  vendor. 

Vol.  I.  S  on 
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OH  that  account,  pay  the  costs  ?    To  establish  sacb. 
rule  would  be  most  prejudicial,  not  only  to  a  vendor  b' 
to  a  purchaser;    for  the  vendor  would  thereby 
deterred  from  bringing  forward  any  new  evidence  in 
Master's  office  in  confirmation  of  his  title,  for  feai 
rendering  himself  liable  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit 
am  of  opinion  that  the  suit  was  not  occasioned  by 
objections  which  have  been  removed  in  the  Mast 
office ;  and  the  purchaser  must,  therefore^  pay  the 
of  this  suit 


Jlioy  25,  24. 


ADDIS  t;.  CAMPBELL. 


Where  on  a 
motion  for  the 
production  of 
papers  ad- 
mitted to  be 
in  the  Defend- 
ant's posses- 
sion, the  right 
to^tneir  pro- 
duction de- 
pends on 
documents 
stated  in  the 
bill^  but  which 
are  neither 
admitted  nor 
denied  by  the 
answer,  the 
Plaintiff  is  at 
liberty  to  ve- 
rify such  do- 
cuments by 
affidavit. 


npHlS  was  a  motion  for  the  production  of  d 
**"    and  papers  admitted  to  be  in  the  possession  of* 
Defendant  Mr.  Campbell. 

Mr.  Campbell  was  the  devisee  for  life  of  the  estai 
question  in  the  cause,  under  the  will  of  Francis 
and  against  him,  the  case  alleged  by  the  FlaintiflT 
that  Henry  Joseph  Addisy  the  Plaintifi^s  father, 
the  year  1819  entitled  to  the  reversion  of  the  es 
subject  to  the  life  interest  of  Francis  Gostling  ani 
default  of  his  issue^  was  induced  to  sell  that  re 
sionary  interest  to  one  John  Crook  for  an  inadeqi 
consideration ;  that  Francis  Gostling  in  1828  had  no» 
of  this  sale  and  of  its  invalidity,  and  with  such  not:: 
purchased  the  right  of  Crook,  and  prevailed  on 
Joseph  Addis  to  confirm  the  purchase. 


tbe 


ia 


m 


in 


,oe 


The  Defendant  stated  his  belief  of  the  sale. 
Henry  Joseph  Addis  to  Crook,  and  of  the  conveya^^ 
by  Crook  and  Henry  Joseph  Addis  to  Francis 


m 
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bmt  imistad  that  the  transaction  was  fidr,  and  submitted  18S9. 
that,  tinder  the  circumstanoesi  the  sale  to  Francii 
Gostlitig  having  been  made  bond  Jide  and  without  fraud 
or  ooDceaknenti  upon  payment  of  a  full  and  valuable 
eoDsidenition,  and  confirmed  by  Henry  Joieph  Addis,  a 
person  of  full  age,  sound  mind  and  competent  under* 
•tendings  ought  not  to  be  disturbed  by  any  person 
c^aiiDhig  under  him ;  and  he  resisted  the  production  of 
^he  documents  on  the  ground,  that  as  the  purchase 
^M^Bs  fidr,  the  title  of  Francis  Gostling  was  good,  and 
^hat  the  Plaintiff  had  no  interest  in  the  estate. 

The  transaction  was  evidenced  by  the  conveyance  of 
Senry  Joseph  Addis  to  Crook^  the  subsequent  convey- 
•*^ce  of  Crook  and  Henry  Joseph  Addis  to  Francis  Gost^ 
*^Hg9  by  a  cancelled  bond  executed  by  Crook  to  Henry 
^^^^^9eph  AddiSf  and,  as  was  alleged,  probably  by  some 
^^^her  documents  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the  an- 

The  Defendant  by  his  answer,  said  that  he  was  igno- 
^'^■lit  of  the  nature  of  the  transaction  between  Henry  Joseph 
^^dtfif  and  Crookf  otherwise  than  as  it  appeared  on  the 
^^^Btrmnents;  but  he  alleged,  that  the  subsequent  con- 
^^^^ytiice  to  Fraswis  GosUing  was  entirely  &ir  and  for 
^U  consideration ;  and  in  this  state  of  things  the  Plain- 
^^  desired  to  read  a  letter  written  by  Francis  Gostling 
^  ^  Mr.  Costigan  before  the  date  of  his  own  purchase, 

dewing  his  view  of  the  sale  to  Crook.  The  letter 
set  forth  in  the  bill  as  a  material  part,  or  as  evi- 
^^*>^  of  a  material  part  of  the  Plaintiff's  case ;  the  De- 
^^^dants  did  not  deny  that  it  was  written  by  Francis 
^^^^^aUng  as  alleged,  but  said  they  did  not  know  and 
^^d  dot  set  forth,  &c^  whether  Francis  Qostiing  did 
^  did  not  write  or  send  such  letter. 

Oq  this  motion  a  question  was  made,  whether,  upon 

S  2  such 
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18S9.       such  a  motion  as  this,  an  affidavit  that  the  letter  was  in 

^"^^^^^"^    the  handwriting  of  Francis  Gostlim  could  be  read* 
Addis  ®  ^ 

V, 

Campbell.  j^^.^  Pemberton  and  Mr.  J.  JV.  Hill,  in  support  of  the 
motion,  proposed  reading  an  affidavit  verifying  the  letter 
written  by  Gostling  to  Costigan,  which  showed  that  pre- 
vious to  the  purchase  by  him  from  Crook  he  was  aware 
of  the  doubtful  nature  of  the  transaction  between  Crook 
and  the  Plaintiff's  father.  They  contended  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  production,  amongst  othersj 
of  the  two  deeds  and  the  cancelled  bond,  without  which 
the  Plaintiff  would  be  unable  to  make  out  his  case; 
they  cited  Kennedy  v.  Green,  {a) 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Eoupett,  anUr&f  objected  to 
the  affidavit  being  read,  insbting,  that  although  a  docu- 
ment which  was  neither  admitted  nor  denied  by  the 
answer,  could,  by  the  practice  of  the  Court,  be  verified 
on  an  application  for  an  injunction  or  for  a  receiver,  yet 
that  the  same  rule  did  not  prevail  on  applications  for 
the  production  of  documents;  that  the  two  cases  ma- 
terially differed,  for  an  injunction  might  be  obtained 
on  affidavit,  whereas  the  order  for  the  production  of 
documents  depended  solely  and  entirely  on  the  admis- 
sions contained  in  the  answer  of  the  Defendant,  to  which 
admissions  the  Plaintiff  was  confined. 

They  resisted  the  production  of  the  documents,  con-  _ 
tending  that  the  mere  filing  a  bill  containing  fictitio 
allegations  could  not  entitle  a  Plaintiff  to  the  produ 
tion  of  the  tide  deeds  of  any  party  he  chose  to  make 
Defendant ;  that  the  rule  as  to  purchases  of  reversio 
did  not  apply  to  a  case  of  an  estate  tail,  which  depend 
on  the  death  without  issue  of  a  prior  tenant  for  life, 

val 

(a)  6  Smoruy  6. 
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value  of  which  could  not  be  calculated ;  nor  to  dealings 
between  a  tenant  for  life  and  a  tenant  in  tail. 

The  Master  qfthe  Rolls. 

It  is  true  that  a  Plaintiff  cannot^  by  affidavit,  shew 
that  a  particular  document  is  in  the  possession  of  a  De- 
fendant; he  must  make  out  his  case,  so  fer,  from  an  ad- 
iQission  in  the  answer ;  but  what  is  sought  here,  is  to 
Verify  a  document  the  existence  of  which  is  neither  ad- 
^'tted  nor  denied ;  my  impression  is,  that  for  such  a  pur- 
pose an  affidavit  is  admissible :  I  will,  however j  examine 
^e  authorities. 


1839. 


7i9^  Master  qfthe  Rolls. 

A^  this  was  the  purchase  of  a  reversionary  interest,  it 

^  subject  to  the  restrictions  and  conditions  which  this 

^"^Urt  has  imposed  on  transactions  of  that  nature :  the 

I^^i'cfaaser  is  to  shew  that  there  was  no  fraud  and  that  he 

S^^e  a  full  and  adequate  consideration ;  and  I  conceive 

^^^t  he  must  be  held  bound  to  shew  what  the  particulars 

^^  ^e  transaction  were,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that 

transaction  itself  was  fair. 


Oi 


Maif  24. 


^t  may  be  considered  as  a  general  rule,  that  when  a 
_   ^^tion  is  made  upon  an  answer,  no  affidavit  is  to  be 
in  contradiction  of  the  statements  made  in  the 
^er:  there  is  an  exception  in  cases  where  orders 
been  made,  or  notices  given  of  motions  to  be  made, 
^^  Affidavits,  before  the  answer  was  put  in ;  and  the  rule 
not  been  permitted  to  operate  so  as  to  exclude,  nor 
it  in  terms  exclude  affidavits  of  documents  stated 


^  ^fee  bill,  which,  therefore,  the  Defendant  has  an  op- 

*^*^unity  of  denying,  but  as  to  which  he  states  that  he 

^^ws  nothing  about  them ;  and  in  cases  of  this  kind  it 

5  3  has 
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Addis 

V, 

Campbell. 


has  been  peimitted  to  read  affidayitSy  for  the  pnrpoie  of 
verifying  documents  which  are  materiaL  Tlie  caaes  in 
which  such  affidavits  have  been  read,  have  been  motions 
for  injunctions  to  stay  proceedings  at  law^  and  on  shew- 
ing cause  against  dissolving  such  injunctions ;  and  I  do 
not  think  that  affidavits  of  the  same  kind  can  properly 
be  refused  in  cases  like  the  present  (a) 


The  letter,  when  read,  shews  that  Francis  GosUing 
was  fully  aware  that  the  transaction  with  Crook  was,  to 
say  the  least  of  it,  open  to  some  doubt;  there  is  quite 
enough  to  affect  him  with  any  liability  to  which  Crook 
was  subjected ;  and,  independently  of  the  letter,  he  knew 
that  he  was  purchasing  a  reversionary  interest  and 
thought  it  convenient  to  procure  the  concurrence  o^t 
Henry  Joseph  Addis  ;  something  he  was  to  obtain  froi 
him  by  procuring  him  to  join  In  the  conveyanoei 
the  transaction  itself  imposed  upon  him  the  obUgali) 
to  prove,  whenever  called  upon,  that  it  was  in  all 
spects  a  fair  transaction.  The  onus  probandi  in 
this  nature  does  not,  as  in  ordinary  cases,  rest  with 
party  who  alleges  fraud  or  unfairness,  but  with 
party  who  has  thought  fit  to  purchase  the  reversioi 
interest  by  private  contract;  and  in  such  a  case  as 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  must  produce  s 
deeds  and  documents  as  tend  to  shew  the  nature  ct 
transaction,  the  consideration  given  and  the  value,  {h 


(a)  Taggart  y.  Hewlett^  1 
Mer.  499.;  Morgan  v.  Goode^ 
3  Mer.  10.;  Jefferyt  v.  Smth^ 
1  Jac.  4*  W.  898.;  Barrett  v. 
Tickell,  Jacob,  159. 

{b)  Aikyns  v.  Wright,  14  Vet. 
214.;  Beckford  v.  Wildman, 
1  Swam.  125.;   16  Fe#.  441.; 


Lmgen  v.  Simpson^  6  Mad. 
Batch  V.  Symes,   1  Iktm. 
Codrington  v.  CodrtngUm^  5 
519.;  Kenmedy  v.  Oreen,  6 
6.;  FencoU  v. Clarke^  6  Sm^ 
Prmceu  of  Walet  v.  Lord 
pod,  1  Swans,  114.; 
Drayton^^Sim.  4*  81%.  S09< 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  368 

18S9. 

WILSON  V.  METCALFE.  June  e.  is. 

IHIS  was  a  motion  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintifis,  A  Defendant, 
that  Mrs.  Elixabeth  Brown  (who  was  no  party  to  the  a  sequestra^ 

t)  miffht  be  ordered  to  pay  to  the  commissioners  of  ^^^.  ^*^  ^ 
'       o  r  J       ^  sued,  was 

sequestration,  the  sum  of  2T5Ly  being  the  arrears  of  an  entitled  to  a 
muniMty  up  to  the  17th  of  June  1838,  payable  by  Mrs.  ^^^"^^^^^ 
to  the  Defendant  John  NesSf  (the  party  against  the  estate  of 


wbom  the  sequestration  had  issued,)  and  that  she  might  p^wer  of  dis- 


^  in  like  manner,  be  ordered  to  pay  the  future  sum  ^®"»  therent- 

j  •  ^    r^u  u  charge  being 

aa«^  m  respect  of  the  same  annuity.  in  arrear  was 

claimed  both 

appeared  that  Join  Ness  and  Maty  Ness  haying  tratow  w?d  ^*" 

ordered  to  pay  a  sum  of  477/*  6s^  and  John  Ness  ^^  Defend- 

beajaga  prisoner  in  the  Meet  and  in  contempt  for  non-  offered' to  pay 

P*y*nent,  a  commission  of  sequestration  issued  against  5!?®  ""'^"V® 

W  ^  the  sequestra- 

««xa  QQ  the  Sd  day  of  November  1837.  tors  on  being 

Indemnified; 

^e  was  entitled  to  a  rent  charge  of  50/.  a  year  issuing  ^^\?^  P"^. 
^^^  o  .^  o   tection  havms 

"•*^  of  the  estate  of  Elizabeth  Brawn^  and  at  the  date  of  been  afforded 
*^   Sequestration  a  sum  of  225/.  was  due  to  him  from  ow  ure^."* 
^^^aieih  Brown  for  arrears  of  the  rent-charge.  rears  to  the 

Defendant^ 
who  threat- 

'^  the  8th  of  December  1837,  a  copy  of  the  seques-  ®°?*  H?f^ 
trnf.s  -        m*      *,  ,  n         1         .    t^^'-  Held, 

'^on  was  served  on  Mrs.  Brown^  and  from  the  evi-  that  A,  B, 

^^ce  it  appeared  that  a  demand  of  arrears  of  the  an-  ^^  cntiUed 
H^*  *  *  to  protection, 

^**^  was  made  upon  her.  and  that  an 

application 
ought  to  have 
She  admitted  that  225/.  was  due,  and  that  that  sum  l>een  made  to 

^^d  been  placed  by  her  and  then  was  in  the  Branch  an  order  for 

Bank  her  to  pay; 
and  that, 
^1^^^  the  circumstances,  she  was  not  liable  to  repay  the  amount  to  the  seques- 


Choses  in  action  are  subject  to  the  process  of  sequestration.  In  a  clear  and  simple 
^^'e  a  sequestration  may  be  made  effective  in  respect  of  choses  in  action  by  an 
^^'^^^r  only,  or  a  voluntary  payment  may  be  protected,  in  other  cases  it  may  be 
^^^ceMary  to  resort  to  an  action  or  suit  under  the  direction  of  the  Court.  , 

S  4 
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18d9.       Bank  at  Ntw  MaUon^  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  party 

^^^"^^^    entitled.     On  the  22nd  of  December  1837,  the  seques- 

V.  trators  demanded  payment  of  the  225/.  of  the  Branch 

Metcalfe.     Bankj  but  which  demand  was  not  complied  with.     On 

the  17th  oi  June  1838  a  further  sum  of  50/.  accrued 

due  in  respect  of  the  annuity,  making  in  the  whole 

275/. 

In  Jtdy  1838,  the  solicitor  of  John  Ness  demanded  of 
Mrs.  Bronrni  the  immediate  payment  to  him  on  behalf  of 
John  NesSf  of  the  arrears  of  the  annuity,  whereupon  her 
solicitor  offered  to  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiffs,  who 
acted  also  as  the  solicitor  of  the  sequestrators,  to  pay 
him  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  and  the  future  payments, 
on  the  condition   that  he  would   indemnify  and  save 
harmless  Mrs.  Bronim  against  all  consequences  arising 
from  such  payments.     No  such  indemnity  having  been 
given,  John  Ness,  on  the  23rd  oi  August  1838,  threatened, 
that  unless  the  arrears  were  paid  to  him  before  the  Srd 
of  September  next,  he  would  distrain. 


Mrs.  Brown's  solicitor  again  repeated  the  offer  oi 
payment  to  the  sequestrators,  on  receiving  a  sufficien^^ 
indemnity,  but  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiffs  and  of 
sequestrators    ^^  declined   to  make   himself  liable 
said,  there  were  no  parties  Plaintiffs  in  this  suit  w' 
could  give  any  satisfactory  indemnity."    Nothing  hav 
been  done  for  the  security  of  Mrs.  Brauon^  she  on 
4th  of  September  1838,  paid  over  the  amount  of 
arrears  to  the  solicitor  oijohn  Ness.    .^ 


The  commissioners  again  demanded  payment  of 
275/.  on  the  5th  of  March  1839,  which  not  havi 
been  paid,  notice  of  this  motion,  for  payment  of 
275/.  and  all  future  payments,  was  given  on  the  Srd 
May  1839. 


1 


Metcalfe. 
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Mr^  Pmberton  and  Mr.  E.  R.  Danielle  m  support  of       1839. 
the  motioD,  contended  that  the  case  oi  Johnson  v.  Chipping     TJP^"^*^ 
^^olt  ^€M,\  which  would  be  relied  on  for  the  Respondent,  «• 

^^^  not  applicable ;  for  there  the  sequestration  was  on 
™^sne  process  for  want  of  answer,  while  in  the  present 
^'^^^  ^lie  sequestration  was  founded  on  a  decretal  order 
^^  payment  of  money ;  again,  the  property  in  this  case 
^^^  «t  rent-charge  with  power  of  distress,  which  was  not 
*  <^<^S€  in  action :  here  there  was  a  clear  admission  of 
™^  ttnount  due  and  of  a  liability  to  pay. 


Mrs.  BtrAm  was  bound,  after  notice,  to  pay  the 

^^^^Ulty  to  the  sequestrators,  and  that  the  Court  would 

^"^"^    protected  her  after  such  payment,  and  restrained 

•^*^**'*   Ness  from  taking  any  proceedings  against  her  for 


ey  cited  Simmonds  v.  Kinnaird(b\  Francklyn  v. 
(c),  Opie  y.  Maawell  {d)j  Pdham  v.  Duchess  of 


r.  Tinney  and  Mr.  WiJbraham^  contri^  for  Mrs. 
9  made  no  objection  to  any  order  for  payment  of  the 
Xait^  ft>r  the  future,  which  the  Court,  in  the  presence 
^Jdhn   Nessj  might  make,  and  which  would  be  a 
cient  indemnity  to  Mrs.  Brcmi. 


to  that  part  of  the  motion  which  sought  to  make 

respondent  pay  the  arrears  a  second  time,  they  ob- 

^Ved,  that  the  motion  was  made  by  the  Plaintifis,  and 

by  the  sequestrators ;  that  there  was  not  even  a  sug- 

tion  that  any  indemnity  or  protection  had  ever  been 

^^Sfered  to  Mrs.  Broom  ;  she  was  a  stranger  to  the  cause, 

and 

(a)  S  iSStM.  8S^  (<Q  Cited  in  argument  in  4  Vet. 

(&)  4  Ve$.  73S.  742.  744. 

(e)  3  SwtttL  876.  (0  ^  Swan.  964.  n. 
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18S9.       and  ought  not  to  be  left  unprotected  against  the  lega. 

^fp^'^'^^  power  of  distraining  which  John  Nen  possessed  and 
V.  threatened.     That  the  money  having  been  depositedt 

MsTCALn*  and  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  party  entitledt  the  FlaiQti& 
ought  to  have  filed  a  bill,  or  applied  to  the  Court  Sov 
such  an  order  as  would  have  protected  the  Respondentf 
and  not  having  done  so,  and  having  been  guil^  of  great 
laches,  the  Respondent  ought  not  to  be  made  liable  to 
pay  over  again  a  sum  which  she  had  once  been  com* 
pelled  to  pay  by  threats  of  legal  process. 

That  the  arrears  of  a  rent-charge  were  staled  by 
Lord  Coke  to  be  choses  in  action,  and  that  a  chose  in 
action  was  not  liable  to  sequestration ;  Johnson  v.  Chip^ 
pindall{a)  a  case  elaborately  considered  by  th^  Yioe- 
Chancellor. 

That  the  writ  of  sequestration  did  not  in  its  terms  (b) 
authorise  the  commissioners  to  seize  a  chose  in  action ; 
and  that  the  authority  to  sequester  differed  materially 
from  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  for  the  latter  directed 
payment  and  attornment,  and,  therefore,  of  itself  af-^ 
forded  a  sufficient  indemnity  to  a  party  making  pay^^ 
ments  to  the  receiver. 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  will  read  over  the  affidavits  before  I  finally  d 
the  case.  John  Ness  having  been  served  with  noi 
of  this  motion,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  as  to 
future  payments,  the  order  ought  to  be  made. 
Brcmii  it  appears,  on  an  application  being  made  to  her, 
reservedly  gave  the  information  which  she  ought  to  h 
given,  that  she  was  liable  to  pay  the  annuity,  and 

82 
(a)  9  Sim.  55.  (6)  Hmde^  187. 
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99 HL  was  then  dae  for  arrears,  and  had  been  placed  in       18S9. 
tib^  branch  bank,  so  that  at  thb  time  there  was  no  con-     ^^^P'^^^ 
tpcywmj  as  to  the  amount  due ;  and  if  this  had  been  then  v. 

hr^ongbt  on  before  me  by  motion  to  pay  the  money  into    ^vc^i"* 
Comt,  I  shonld  have  had  no  hesitation  in  ordering  pay- 
it  i  this  being  a  chose  in  action,  —  there  being  no 
mte  as  to  these  sums  being  due  from  Mrs.  Brawn  to 
NeUf  and  there  being  no  question  of  liability  or  of 
but,  on  the  contrary,  there  being  a  clear  admia* 
of  these  sums  being  in  her  hands  belonging  to  the 
whose  estate  had  been  ordered  to  be  sequestered. 
of  opinion,  moreover,  that  if  this  sum  of  225/.  had 
paid  under  such  an  order,  there  would  have  been 
le  protection  and  indemnity  to  her,  and  that  John 
would  not  afterwards  have  been  permitted  to  take 
P^^^c^oeedings  against  her  in  respect  of  such  sums. 

^^I'otioe  of  the  sequestration  was  given  to  the  branch 

shortly  after,  but  unfortunately  nothing  further 

done  from  December  1837  to  July  1838.     During 

time  every  thing  required  for  the  security  of  all 

es   might  have    been  done;    but  in  July   1838, 

Ness^  who  had  a  right  of  distress,  made  a  demand 

threatened  proceedings.     Whatever  may  be  the 

^"i^Mliction  of  the  Court  in  cases  of  this  nature,  it  cannot 

doubted,  that  persons  claiming  under  a  sequestration 

-   bound  to  do  all  that  is  requisite  for  the  protection 

%]ie  parties  made  liable  to  pay.    A  demand  was  made 

^   JfeiSf  who  had  a  legal  title  and  might  distrain,  and 

Brown*$  solicitor  then  asked  for  an  indemnity;  I 

^o  not  think  this  was  proper  if  he  meant  a  bond  or 

''^EKirtgage,  but  if  he  meant  that  an  application  should 

V)e  made  to  the  Court'  for  such  an  order  as  would  protect 

uis  dient,  it  was  very  reasonable.   The  parties,  however^ 

^^^oi  to  have  entered  into  a  controversy  as  to  the  juris- 

^otioa  of  the  Court,  each  producing  authorities  in 

^PpQrtof  their  opposite  views ;  and  in  August  1838, 

John 
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1839.        John  Ness  applied  again,  and  gave  notice  that  if  pay- 
^^L^^      ment  was  not  made  by  the  3rd  of  September  he  would 
9.  distrain  for  the  recovery  of  the  arrears.    This  was  com- 

ETCALFE.  miuiieated  to  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiffi,  and  nothing 
was  done,  and  the  money  was  unfortunately  paid  over. 
The  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether  it  was  not  the 
duty  of  the  PlaintiiF  to  obtain  such  an  order  from  the 
Court,  as  would  save  Mrs.  Brown  from  any  proceedings 
which  might  be  adopted  by  Nessj  and  if  the  Plaintiffi  are 
entitled  to  make  her  pay  over  again ;  I  must  carefully 
consider  the  affidavits  before  I  come  to  such  a  conclusion. 
It  is  quite  a  different  thing  to  obtain  an  order  for  pay- 
ment before  she  had  paid  it  over,  which  would  have 
protected  her,  and  now  coming  for  an  order  to  compel 
her  to  pay  it  to  the  sequestrators  after  she  has  once  paid 
it  to  Ness;  but  if  Mrs.  Brown  has  paid  it  over  under  an 
indemnity,  I  should  then  order  her  to  repay  the  amount: 
an  affidavit  must  therefore  be  produced  to  show  that 
she  has  received  no  indemnity. 


An  affidavit  denying  that  any  indemnity  had  been 
given  was  subsequently  produced. 

June  18.  TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  seques- 

tration and^  the  demand)  proceeded :  Mrs.  Brawn  ad- 
mitted that  225/.  was  due,  and  that  that  sum  had  been 
placed  by  her  and  then  was  in  the  Branch  Bank  ready 
to  be  paid  to  the  party  entitled. 

In  this  state  of  things,  and  in  the  absence  of  any 
question  as  to  her  liability  to  pay  the  225/.,  or  as  to  the 
right  of  John  Ness  to  receive  it,  if  an  application  had 
been  made  for  payment  of  xhe  225/.  to  the  sequestrators, 
or  into  Court,  I  think  that  an  order  to  that  effect 
ought  to  have  been  made.    . 

But 
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Bat  there  was  no  such  applicatioD,  and  in  Jtdy  1838)        1839. 
Ae  arrears  had  accumulated  to  275/.)  and  a  demand       y^""^^^"^ 
for  payment  was  made  by  John  Ness  ;  this  demand  was  v. 

^mmunicated  to   the  solicitor  of  the   Plaintiff,   who     Metcalfe, 
Spears  to  have  acted  for  the  sequestrators;  and  the 
solicitor  for  Mrs.  Brawn  offered  to  pay  the  sum  due  on 
^g  indemnified.     I  think  that  the  Plaintiff  or  the 
sequestrators  were  bound  to  proceed  in  such  a  manner 
as  would  protect  Mrs.  Brawn  from   the  demands  of 
NesSj  and  that  she  would  have  been  protected  if  an 
Older  had  been  obtained  directing  her  to  pay  as  she 
^n^  willing  to  do ;  but  unfortunately,  instead  of  pursuing 
^bis  simple  course,  the  parties  entered  into  a  correspon- 
dence about  the  law  of  this  Court  respecting  sequestra- 
^ons,  and  after  some  further  delay,  Ness  gave  notice 
^h^t  he  would  distrain  if  he  was  not  p^d  by  the  4th  o{ 
September;  and  notice  of  this  threat  having  been  com- 
Jnunicated  to  the   Plaintiff,   and  nothing  being  done 
upon  it,  the  sum  of  275/.  was  paid  to  the  solicitors  of 


It  Is  now  moved  that  Mrs.  Brawn  may  pay  this  sum 
again  to  the  commissioners  of  sequestration  ;  but 
X  think  that  I  ought  to  make  no  such  order. 

I     Inave  read  the  cases  cited  in  the  arguments  and 

'^^y  others ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  in  such  a  case 

dstrmu^  a  chose  in  action  is  subject  to  the  process  of 

^^^stration,  but  how  the  sequestration  is  to  be  made 

^^*^^^ve  in  respect  of  choses  in  action  may  be  a  question 

>^^i»iDg  much  consideration;   in  a  clear  and  simple 

c*se     it  may  be  by  order  only,  or  a  voluntary  payment 

iwy  "be  protected ;  in  other  cases  it  may  be  necessary 

to  t^sort  to  an  action  or  suit,  under  the  direction  of  the 

Court.    But  I  consider  it  to  be  clear,  that  if  the  party 

o^ttig  the  debt  requires  protection,  he  ought  to  have  it, 

and 


870 
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WiLBON 

Metcalfs. 
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and  that  even  if  he  is  willing  to  make  paymen 
Court  would  not  order  it,  unless  it  appeared  that 
tection  would  be  afibrded. 

In  this  case^  Mrs.  Br&am  was  willing  to  pajf 
desired  protection;  she  might  I  think  have  had 
tection  by  an  order  upon  motion  of  which  John 
had  notice ;  but  being  left  unprotected  from  Det 
1837  to  September  18S8, 1  think  that  she  was  not  I 
to  await  the  distress  which  John  Ness  threatened^  i 
not  liable  to  pay  the  money  over  again.  The  gi 
of  my  decision  is^  that  the  Plamtiff  or  the  sequestt 
having  ample  time  and  opportunity,  did  not,  as 
might  have  done^  app^y  for  an  order  of  paymen 
it  was  evident  that  Ness  would  distrain,  if  payment 
Hot  made  to  him. 


Order  made         I  think  that  Mrs.  Brown  ought  to  pay  the 
to'scOTwt^'    hereafter  to  become  due  to  the    sequestrators 

tors, by  a  party  deducting  the  costs  of  this  motion. 

out  of  whose 

estate  the  same  was  issuing,  of  a  rent  chai^  payable  to  the  person  whosi 

was  sequestered* 


March  19. 


:rose  w.ROLLa 


appH-     #^N  a  petition  for  the  payment  out  of  Court  of  i 
^'^'  belonging  to  a  married  woman,  the  evidence 


On  an 
cation 
ment  out  of 

Court  of  mo-    being  unaffected  by  any  settlement  was  the  affidi 
ney  belonging  "  ^       ^ 

to  Vifeme 

covert^  it  must 

either  be  shewn  that  there  has  been  no  settlement  or  agreement  for  a  lettl 

or  if  any  settlement  exist,  it  must  be  produced,  to  enable  the  Court  to  judge  ^ 

It  affects  the  fund  in  question  :  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  by  affidavit  that  t 

ticular  fund  is  not  the  subject  of  any  settlement. 
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d  survived  the  testator  but  a  month)  and  would  have 
rried  interest  from  that  period ;  that  consequently,  as 
e  wife  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  legacy  became 
lyable  immediately  on  his  decease ;  and  therefore,  that 
>e  legatee  was  entitled  to  interest  from  the  time  of  the 
stater's  death. 
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Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Lowndes  contrd,  for  the  resi- 
iuary  legatee.  The  Court  has  established  a  general 
ule  of  convenience,  that  interest  is  payable  on  legacies 
ram  the  expiration  of  a  year  from  the  testator's  death. 
rhb  general  rule  is  modified  in  special  cases ;  as  Jirsf, 
"^here  the  legacy  is  specific ;  or  secondly^  where  a  pro- 
irlsion  is  made  by  a  testator  for  his  child ;  or  thirdly^ 
^here  interest  is  payable  to  one  for  life  with  remainders 
>Yer;  ox  fourthly^  where  the  testator  has  placed  himself 
^  hco  parentis*  The  PlaintifPs  case  does  not  come 
inthia  either  of  these  exceptions. 

^^ere  a  legacy  is  to  be  paid  as  soon  as  convenient 
'fter  the  testator's  death,  interest  is  payable  thereon 
"^^^^  the  expiration  of  a  year  from  the  time  of  his  death. 
^ciy  admitted,  that  if  the  wife  had  survived  the  testator 
^e  month,  that  interest  would  then  have  been  payable 
^  the  l^acy  from  her  death. 

^.  PiggoU  in  reply. 

*^  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  the  case  was 
^btfol ;  but  in  his  opinion  the  legatee  was  entitled  to 
^^^^'^t  from  the  testator's  death.  The  intention  was 
^  the  legatee  was  to  have  maintenance  from  the  wife's 
^^  I  and  the  wife  having  pre-deceased  the  testator, 
^^'^st  for  his  maintenance  became  payable  from  the 
^**^atort  death. 

Vol.  L  T 
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10,000/.,  by  and  out  of  his  residuary  personal  estate; 
and  to  stand  possessed  thereofi  upon  trust,  to  invest  the 
same  in  the  public  stocks  or  funds,  and  to  stand  possessed 
thereof,  upon  trust,  from  time  to  time,  to  pay  and  apply 
the  interest  or  divdends  thereof,  or  so  much  thereof  as 
might  be  necessary,  unto  and  for  the  maintenance  and 
education  of  the  Plaintiff,  Charles  Satndnuy  Pichxnck^ 
until  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and 
to  accumulate  the  residue ;  and  on  the  Plaintiff  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  upon  trust,  to  transfer 
the  said  trust  monies  unto  the  Plaintiff  Charles  Sainsbury 
Piciwickf  to  and  for  his  own  use  and  benefit;  but  if  the 
Plaintiff  should  die  before  attaining  hb  said  age 
twenty-one  years,  then  he  directed  that  the  sum  of^ 
10,000/.,  and  the  securities  on  which  the  same  should  be  s 
invested,  should  sink  into  his  residuary  personal  estate.  « 
And  he  declared  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustees  m 
or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  his  will,  at  any  time  ot'T] 
times,  to  apply  any  sum,  not  exceeding  2000/^  out  of  the  ^ 
said  sum  of  10,000/i  for  or  towards  the  advancements 
in  the  world  or  placing  out  in  any  profession  or  business  s 
or  employment,  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit  of  the  ^ 
Plaintiff,  although  he  should  not  then  have  attained  the  ^ 
age  of  twenty-one  years.  ] 


The  testator's  wife  died  in  September  1885,  and  the 
testator  himself  afterwards  died  in  December  1837;  and 
the  question  now  raised,  was  whether  interest  was  pay- 
able on  the  legacy  of  10,000/.  from  the  death  of  the 
testator,  or  from  the  expiration  of  one  year  firom  the 
testator's  death. 


Mr.  Piggoilf  for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that  the  trustees 
having  been  directed  to  raise  the  10,000/.  as  soon  as 
convenient  after  the  death  of  the  wife,  this  legacy  wonld 
have  become  payable  immediately  on  her  death  if  she 
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<^ad  sarvived  the  testator  but  a  month,  and  would  have 
^^^rried  interest  from  that  period ;  that  consequently,  as 
^e  wife  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  legacy  became 
P*]^bie  immediately  on  his  decease ;  and  therefore,  that 
^  iegatee  was  entitled  to  interest  from  the  time  of  the 
testotort  death. 
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•AiCr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Lowndes  contra^  for  the  resi- 
aa&s-j^  legatee.     The  Court  has  established  a  general 

of  convenience,  that  interest  is  payable  on  legacies 

the  expiration  of  a  year  from  the  testator's  death. 

general  rule  is  modified  in  special  cases ;  as  Jirst^ 
TO^^re  the  legacy  is  specific ;  or  secondly^  where  a  pro- 
^^ion  is  made  by  a  testator  for  his  child ;  or  thirdly^ 
wk^xe  interest  is  payable  to  one  for  life  with  remainders 
^^^r ;  or  faurMy^  where  the  testator  has  placed  himself 
^»     Mtxo  parenlis.     The  PlaintifTs  case  does  not  come 

in  either  of  these  exceptions. 


on 
on 


lere  a  legacy  is  to  be  paid  as  soon  as  convenient 
the  testator's  death,  interest  is  payable  thereon 

the  expiration  of  a  year  from  the  time  of  his  death, 
y  admitted,  that  if  the  wife  had  survived  the  testator 

month,  that  interest  would  then  have  been  payable 

lel^acy  from  her  death. 


PiggoU  in  reply. 


^Se  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that  the  case  was 

^^^^blfbl ;  but  in  his  opinion  the  legatee  was  entitled  to 

^^^rest  from  the  testator's  death.     The  intention  was 

^*t  the  legatee  was  to  have  maintenance  from  the  wife's 

^^^l  and  the  wife  having  pre-deceased  the  testator, 

^terest  for  his  maintenance  became  payable  from  the 

testator's  death. 


Vol.  I. 
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li'ai.  ALLEN  v.  COSTER. 

A  fiat  of  bank-  XTNDER  the  wfll  of  a  Mrs.  Brcrnie,  the  two  infant 

ruptcy  issued     uj 

against  the  Plaintifls,  George  Allen  the  younger   and  Elizas 

master  of  an  j^^^  Jllerij  were  entitled  to  certain  property,  (a)  Two 
apprentice,  '  r     r      /   \   / 

but  was  after-  bills  had  been  filed,  one  on  the  18th  of  Februaty  1837, 

JlSStVby  ^^  *®  °*®''  ^^  *®  ^ ^*  of  ApHl  1 888,  and  the  Court,  in 
means  of  a  consequence  of  the  very  improper  conduct  of  the  parents 
between  the     of  the  Plaintiffs,  in  July  1838  appointed  Mr.  Underwood 

bankrupt  and    then- guardian, 
ms  creditors :  ° 

Held,  that  the 

Ij'^reE''^       In  September  1837,  George  AUen  the  father,  by  inden- 
ship  were  dis-    tures  of  that  dat6,  bound  his  son,  the  infant  Plaintifl^ 
^^  '  apprentice  to  John  Norris  Andrews^  a  grocer,    corn- 

factor  and  mealman,  for  four  years. 

On   the   25th  of  May  1838,  a  fiat  of  bankruptcy 
issued  against  J.  N.  Andre^^  but  which  was  afterwards 
annulled,  on  the  petition  of  J.  N.  Andrews  with  the 
consent  of  his  creditors,  by  an  order  of  the  Court  of 
Review,  dated  the  25th  of  June  1838;  the  consent  ofa 
the  creditors  was  obtained   in   consideration  of  J.  N^ 
Andrews  having  consented  and  agreed  to  pay  them  c^ 
composition  of  ten  shillings  in  the  pound  on  the  amouns:^ 
of  their  respective  debts. 

In  October  1838,  the  infant,  without  previous  intim  i^. 
ticn,  quitted  the  service  of  t/.  N.  Andrews^  who  obtain*^  _h 
a  warrant  for  his  apprehension,  as  a  runaway  app] 
tice ;  but,  on  the  undertaking  of  Mr.  Underwood  to  pi 
duce  the  Plaintiff,  the  magistrates  allowed  the  matter-^  f 
stand  over  until  the  sessions ;  and  nothing  had  si^cnc 
been  done  in  the  matter. 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  202. 


^aently,  that  the  indentures  were  legal  and  buiding; 

.^^t  there  was  no  authority  for  the  proposition,  that 

^^^entures  of  apprenticeship  between  a  father  and  a 

^^^^ger  to  the  suit  were  invalid,  because  proceedings  were 

^^^nding  at  the  time,  respecting  the  child's  property. 

He  argued,  that  by  annulling  the  fiat,  the  indentures 
^re  still  bindmg,  and  relied  on  the  1  &  2  W.  4.  c.  56. 
*^    19,,  whereby  it  is  enacted,  **  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 

T2  the 
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The  infant  Plaintifib  now  presented  a  petition,  praying       18S8. 

^&t  the  indentures  of  apprenticeship  might  be  delivered 

^P  to  be  cancelled,  and  for  a  reference  to  the  master  to 

approve  of  proper  proceedings  for  that  purpose ;  and 

^i^  the  master  might  report,  whether  it  would  be 

proper  that  any  sum  should  be  paid  to  J,  N.  Andrem 

for  compensation. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Girdlestone^  for  the  petition, 
contended,  that  the  infant  Plaintiff  being  a  ward  of  Court, 
the  father  was  not  justified  in  binding  him  an  apprentice 
without  the  sanction  of  the  Court :  they  also  insisted  that 
toe  bankruptcy  had  annulled  the  indentures,  relying  on 
the  eUi  G.  4.  c.  16.  s.  49.,  whereby  it  is  enacted,  "  that 
where  any  person  shall  be  an  apprentice  to  a  bankrupt, 
^^  the  time  of  issuing  of  the  commission  against  him, 
^^  issuing  of  such  commission  shall  be  and  enure  as 
^  <^mplete  discharge  of  the  indenture  or  indentures, 
^hereby  such  apprentice  was  bound  to  such  bankrupt." 

^Ax.  Cooper  contrdf  on  behalf  of  «7.  N.  Andrews^  sub- 

""^^tted  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court ;  but  he  contend- 

®^    that  the  Court  only  interfered  with  the   paternal 

^^^trol,  where  the  father  came  to  the  Court  for  mainte- 

ce  for  his  child ;  that  in  September  1837  at  least, 

bre  the  guardian  had  been  appointed,  it  was  compe- 

^t  to  the  father  to  bind  his  son  apprentice ;  and,  con- 
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1838.  the  Lord  Chancellor  upon  the  reversal  of  any  adjudica- 
tion of  bankruptcy,  or  for  such  other  cause  as  be  shall 
think  fit,  to  order  that  any  fiat  issued  by  virtue  of  this 
act  shall  be  rescinded  or  annulled;  and  such  order 
shall  have  all  the  force  and  effect  of  a  writ  of  superse- 
deas of  a  commission,  according  to  the  existing  laws 
and  practice  in  bankruptcy." 

That  the  effect  of  annulling  the  fiat  being  the  same 
as  a  supersedeas,  the  parties  were  remitted  to  their 
original  rights,  as  if  no  fiat  had  ever  issued,  (a) 

If  however,  the  Court  considered  that  the  indent- 
ures ought  to  be  cancelled,  Mr.  Andrews  submitted  to 
the  jurisdiction,  but  considered  himself  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  the  indentures  which  he  had  paid,  and  of  the 
maintenance  and  clothes  which  he  had  furnished  to  the 
infant,  and  of  this  application. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  Mr.  Underwood. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  must  order  the  indent- 
ures to  be  delivered  up  to  the  guardian. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  decide  whether  any 
indentures  of  apprenticeship  could  under  the  circum- 
stances in  this  case  be  sustained,  for  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  if  the  indentures  of  apprenticeship  were  originally 
valid,  they  became  annulled  by  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  of 
bankruptcy.     I  do  not  say,  that  in  every  case  where  a 
fiat  is  afterwards  annulled,  the  indentures  of  apprentice- 
ship remain  invalid,  for  I  can  conceive  many  cases  ii 
which  the  fiat  may  have  been  improperly  taken  out,  an< 
afterwards  annulled ;   and  in  such  a  case,  the  Com 
would  put  the  parties  in  the  same  situation  as  they  wer» 
in  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat.     Here  the  fiat  wt 

annullec^^ 
(fl)  Ex  parte  Jackson,  8  Ves,  554. 
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annulled,  in  consequence  of  an  agreement  between  the 
banknipt  and  bis  creditors,  the  latter  consenting  to 
receive  a  composition  of  ten  shillings  in  the  pound.  J  am 
of  opinion  that  such  an  agreement  between  the  bankrupt 
and  his  creditors  cannot  affect  the  rights  of  other  persons 
who  are  not  parties  to  the  arrangement,  the  bankrupt 
act  being  positive  that  the  issuing  of  a  commission  shall 
enure  as  a  complete  discharge  of  the  indentures  whereby 
^  Apprentice  is  bound  to  a  bankrupt 


1838. 


This  is  not  a  case  in  which  I  can  order  a  reference 
to  settle  the  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  master  of 
the  apprentice ;  for  under  the  circumstances,  I  am  at  a 
loss  to  know  what  compensation  he  could  be  entitled 
to ;  I  think,  however,  that  he  should  have  the  costs  of 
*is  application. 


LAMBERT  v.  HUTCHINSON. 


1839. 
Fe^  13. 
Jlfiiy  7. 


^W^HIS  bill  was  filed  by  Ntdly  Lambert  and  Harriet  The  bill  sought 
Curlings  two  of  the  children  of  James  HtUchinson  co^ntofthe 

^^^^ased,  and  by  their  trustees,  and  James  Bunce  Curlins  estate  of  a  tes- 

•^  ,  tatorwho 

Henry  Curlings  the  two  children  of  Harriet  Curlings  died  in  1807, 

inst  Catherine  Margaret  Irene  Hutchinsmy  the  legal  p"^n^ff^^in" 

^^onal  representative  of  the  same  James  Hutchinson^  held  bound  by 

other  persons  who  were  interested  in  his  estate,  as  ofaccounts^in 

lying  title  under  Bury  Hutchinson,  Elizabeth  Ursula  1822:  Held,  , 

^^^chinson  and"  Adria  Snow,  the  three  other  children  of  gu^^  ^11  the 

^^nes  Hutchinson.  other  co- 

rpi      Plaintifls  were 
\^^  equally  bound 

C^l^li^  settlement,  arid  that  in  this  suit  the  accounts  could  only  be  directed  on  the 


.^^Dg  of  such  settlement. 
^^  "^Notwithstanding  a  misjoinder  of  Plaintiffiiy  the  Court  permits  a  decree  to  be  made 
\^  ^be  hearinp,  when  it  appears  that  justice  can  be  done  to  all  parties  notwithstand- 
^^  the  misjomder. 

T  3 
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18S9.  The  testator  James  Hutchinson  died  in  the  year  1807. 

y**^^^"*^    The  bill  alleged  that  his  estate  had  not  been  duly  ad- 


p.  ministered,  and  prayed  for  the  usual  accounts  and 

HwcHiNsoN.  jjj  gy^jj^  ^^gg^  j^jjj  ^  declaration  that  the  Plamtiffa  were 

not  bound  by  certain    compromises  and  settlements 
alleged  to  have  taken  place. 

The  Plaintiff^  insisted  that  the  accounts  must  be  taken 
from  the  time  of  the  testator's  death;  whilst  it  was 
alleged  by  the  Defendant,  Catherine  M.  L  Hutchinsouj 
that  a  settlement  had  taken  place  in  the  month  of  De- 
cember 1822,  and  that  the  accounts  ought  to  be  taken 
from  that  time  only :  the  question  in  the  cause  was,  from 
what  time  the  account  was  to  be  taken. 

The  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death  had  five  children^ 
an  only  son.   Bury  Hutchinson^  and  four   daughters, 
namely,  Elizabeth  Ursula  Hutchinson  who  never  married, 
and   died  after  the  testator's   decease;  the   Plaintifi^ 
Nutty  Lambert  and  Harriet  Curling ;  and  Adria  Snorwj 
who  died  after  the  testator's  death,  leaving  children. 
The  testator's  estate  was  to  be  divided  equally  amongst 
his  five  children,  but  the  shares  of  the  daughters  wef^ 
to  be  settled  upon  them  for  their  separate  use  for  life 
with  remainder  to  their  children,  and  if  any  died  wit 
out  leaving  children,  the  share  of  such  was  to  go  to 
surviving  children  of  the  testator,  {a)     Bury  Hutchinso^^'^^^ 
the  son  and  a  Mr.  Sherson  were  appointed  trust 
and  executors  of  the  will ;  but  Mr.  Sherson  having 
nounced  probate.  Bury  Hutchinson  alone  acted  as  trusl 
and  alone  proved  the  will.     A  part  of  the  testat 
estate  consisted  of  property  which  had  belonged  to 
deceased  son  John^  and  partly  of  a  debt  supposed  to 
owing  to  John  from  the  Rqjah  of  Travancore. 

(a)  See  Hutchinson  y,  Towmend,  2  Keen^  €75* 
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In  November  1809  Bury  Hutchinson  filed  bis  bill,  to        1839. 

hare  the  trusts  of  bis  father's  will  executed  under  the      {'^^^^^ 

decree  of  this  Court,  and  in  1810,  some  dispute  having  9. 

taken  place  between  Bury  Hutchinson  and  Bunce  Curlings   HotCHiHsoN. 

TBSpecting  a  claim  made  by  Bury  Hutchinson  against 

Sunce  Curlingf  on  account  of  the  testator's  estate,  a  bill 

Was  filed  by  Bunce  Curling  and  Harriet  his  wife,  and 

by  his  children,  for  an  account  of  the  testator's  estate. 

The  two  suits  were  both  of  them  pending  at  the  same 

time,  but  neither  of  them  was  actively  prosecuted,  and 

iieither  of  th^m  was  ever  brought  to  a  hearing.     The 

bill  of  the  Curlings  prayed  an  injunction,  (which  was 

^^btained,)  to  restrain  the  executor  from  prosecuting 

^y  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  demand  alleged  to  be 

die  from  Curling;    and  in  the  year  1817,  after  the 

^iiswers  had  been  put  in,  it  was  alleged  that  the  matters 

^  difference  had  been  accommodated ;  and  thereupon^ 

^  on  a  motion  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintifi*s,  it 

*^^  ordered  that  the  Plaintiffs  bill  should  stand  dis- 

'^''^Sed,  with  costs  to  be  taxed  as  between  solicitor  and 

^^nt,  except  the  costs  of  the  Plaintiffs,  which  were  to 

^    taxed  as  between  party  and  party;  and  the  costs 

'^**^ti  taxed  were  to  be  paid,  as  to  one  fifth  part  thereof, 

y  ^ury  Hutchinson^  and  another  fifth  out  of  the  funds 

^^  apart  to  answer  the  shares  of  each  of  the  four  daugh- 

^**^  5  and  in  this  order,  notwithstanding  the  dismissal 

^    tlie  bill,  an  order  was  made  respecting  the  claim 

^S^ixist  Bunce  Curling  and  his  claim  for  a  set-off,  and 

^^'^ctions  were  given  to  ascertain  the  amount  due. 

I^  appeared,  that  notwithstanding  the  pendency  of 

^^    suits,  Mr.  Bury  Hutchinson  made  considerable  in- 

^•t:tnents  for  the  benefit  of  his  sisters  in  respect  of 

^^ir  share  of  the  testator's  estate ;  and  that  about  the 

^*^    of  the  year  1820  the   testator's   estate  and  the 

^^^'^es  to  the  suit  were  so  circumstanced,  that  if  the 

T  4  suit 


Hutchinson. 
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18S9*       suit  was  to  be  prosecuted,  it  had  become  necessary  -^ 

£^^^^^      file  a  supplemental  bill,  and  some  of  the  parties  h^  ^aci 

tf,           become  desirous  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed ;  o.:^  miid 

a  letter  was  read  by  the  plaintiffs,  which  appisarecL  to 

have  been  written  and  addressed  by  Mr.  Btny  Htdc^  ///- 

son  to  a  party  interested  in  the  accounts,  thougl^  to 
whom  did  not  appear :  it  was  dated  the  2nd  DeceimM.  j^^ber 
1 820,  and  was  to  the  following  effect :  — 

*^  Sir,  A  draft  of  supplemental  bill,  stating  the  i 
that  have  transpired  since  the  last  bill  in  this  ca 
being  now  ready  and  about  to  be  filed,  that  no  misc? 
ception  may  arise  in  your  mind  as  to  the  suit  b 
dismissed,  according  to  the  request  contained  in  ] 
letter  of  the  24th  ult,  I  have  thought  it  right  to  re 
what  I  have  before  stated  to  Mr.  Cathcarij  that  the 
can  only  be  dismissed  by  the  parties  who  are  in 
country  and  the  attomies  of  those  abroad  signing  the 
counts,  and  entering  into  an  agreement  in  confirma^ 
thereof  and  as  to  the  terms  of  the  dismissal  of  the  sia 

I  am,  &c.,  Bwy  Huichins^^^'^^^ 


The  Mr.  Cathcart  mentioned  in  this  letter  was  a  pefS^  ^^ 


who  was  stated  to  have  been  employed  by  the  parties 
signed  a  memorandum  in  the  account  book,  and  to  b 
been  employed  for  some  weeks  in  the  investigatioKS- 
the  accounts.    The  suggestion  as  to  the  dismissal  of 
bill  was  not  then  acted  upon,  but  the  accounts  bav^-^^^^. 
been  examined,  an  entry  was  made  on  the  26th  da^ 
February  1821   in  the  account  book,  and  was  to    *^^^^ , 
following  effect:  — "We  the  undersigned,  having  ^^^^^t 
firee  access  to  the  executorship  accounts  of  the  estate 
the  late  James  Hutchinson  Esq.,  and  having  appoin  "^ 
Mr.  James  Haao  Cathcarty  of  Chancery  Lane^  to  inv"^^^ 
tigate  the  same  on  our  behalf^  and  having  recei  ^"^^ 
his  report  thereon,  do  signify  our  acquiescence  in  siS 

accout> 


^ 


/» 


i 
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counts  up  to  the  SOth  day  otNaoember  1819,  by  sign«       1839. 
:  our  names  hereto,  this  26th  day  o(  Fdnvan/f  182U'*    ^"^^^^^^ 

Xbis  account  was  signed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Cwiing  Hutchinson. 
\  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lambert^  by  John  Raymond  Snow, 
I*  by  four  other  persons  of  the  name  of  Snow,  and 

0  appeared  to  have  been  four  of  the  children  of  Adria 
^nVf  the  daughter;  it  was  not  signed  by  Elizabeth 
sula  Hutchinson^  or  by  the  children  of  Mrs.  Curling. 

After  a  lapse  of  almost  two  years  from  the  date  of 
5  transaction,  the  parties  appeared  to  have  been  again 
treaty  for  a  dismissal  of  the  bill ;  and  a  letter  to  Mrs. 
Hing  from  Mr.  VineSj  who  was  a  clerk  to  Mr.  Bwy 
€lchinsonf  was  produced ;  it  was  dated  the  27th  day 
JSfaoember  1822,  and  was  to  the  following  effect: 
^dadam,  I  am  desired  by  Mr.  Hutchinson  to  acknow- 
ge  the  receipt  of  the  two  letters  of  the  25th  instant, 

1  to  forward  you  a  copy  of  the  executorship  accounts 
xn  the  SOth  of  November  1819  to  Monday  last  when 
ijf  were  submitted  for  your  examination,  which  copy  is 
it  herewith.  When  such  accounts  shall  have  been 
;>roved  and  signed  by  all  necessary  parties,  the  bill  in 
uicery  dismissed,  and  proper  releases  (if  requisite) 
rented,  Mr.  Hutchinson  proposes  to  apply  the  sum  of 
DO/,  three  per  cent,  reduced  bank  annuities  to  the 
"ties  entitled,  according  to  their  shares  and  interests 
:3er  the  will  of  the  late  James  Hutchinson^  Esq.  The 
n  in  the  three  per  cents,  reduced  has  been  increased 
m  6666^1  1S5.  ^d.  to  8000/.,  by  an  investment  this 
^  of  1071/.  135.  4td.  in  die  purchase  of  ISSS/.  6s.  Bd. 
Such  stock,  from  the  cash  in  the  hands  of  Messrs. 
^rryattf  Price  4*  Co.,  bankers  to  the  estate,  by  which 
^ir  balance  is  reduced  to  995/.  2s.  8d. 

**  As  it  will  be  necessary  for  Mr.  Hutchinson  to  retain 
^^msiderable  sum  under  his  control  for  future  exigen- 
ias,  in  order  to  avoid  inconvenience  and  loss  to  the 

parties 
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1839.       parties  having  life-interests,  it  is  his  intention  from  time 
^^^^^     to  time  to  divide  the  dividends  on  the  new  4  per  cent 

Lambert  ...  . 

V.  annuities,  until  the  fund  shall  be  required  for  the  pur- 

UTCHIN80N.  poiggg  Qf  ^g  estate,  leaving  a  small  balance  in   the 

banker's  hands. 

'^The  application  of  the  interest  received  on  the^ 
Hatton  Hill  mortgage,  from  Mr.  James  HutchinsorCs^ 
death  to  August  last,  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  Captains 
Snow  from  his  embarrassments,  was  made  in  conformi^r^ 
with  the  directions  given  by  the  family  and  acquiesced! 
in  by  Mr.  Hutchinson, 

^>  There  not  appearing  to  have  been  any  error  in  thoE 
mode  of  charging  the  Wimblington  drainage  tax,  it  doesa 
not  appear  to  be  necessary  to  incur  the  expence  of  sub- 
mitting any  case  upon  that  subject  for  the  opinion  ot  ^ 

counseL 

I  am,  &c.,  William  VinesJ^'^ 

This  letter  was  sent  on  the  27th  of  Naoember  :  and  i^ ' 
appeared,  that  on  the  SOth  day  of  the  following  monthc: 
of  December^  a  memorandum  to  the  following  effect  waae 
entered  in  the  account  book.     '^  We  the  undersigned,^ 
having  perused  and  examined  with  the  vouchers  the^ 
preceding  accounts,  do  find  that  there  is  a  balance  in  i 
favour  of  the  estate  of  the  late  James  Hutchinson  Esq. 
in  the  hands  of  the  bankers,  Messrs.  Marryattj  Price^ 
Kay  and  Co.,  of  995/.  25.  Sd. ;  and  that  the  executors, 
on  the  12th  day  of  May  1820,  purchased  on  account 
of  the  said  estate  \9*7Bl,  165.  navy  5  per  cent  annuities, 
(since  by  the  legislature  converted  into  new  4  per  cents.) ; 
that  on  the  SOth  of  July  last  he  purchased  on  the  same 
account  6666/.  135.  4(/.  S  per  cent  reduced  Bank  annui- 
ties; and  on  the  27th  of  November  last  1S3S/.  6s.  8rf., 
making  together  8000/.   reduced  annuities;    and   we 
further  find  that  the  foregoing  accounts  do  comprise 
the  whole  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  James 
Hutchinson  which  have  come  to  the  hands  of  his  ex- 
ecutor 
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ecotor  to  the  present  time;  and  we  acknowledge  the  18S9. 

said  lum  of  995/.  2s»  Sd*  and  the  said  bank  annuities  ^t^"^^^^^^ 

to  be  correct)  and  do  now  constitute  the  whole  produce  «. 

of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  said  James  Hutch"  HorcHiHeoN. 
inson  received  by  the  said  executor  and  unapplied. 
Dated  this  SOth  o(  December  1822/' 

This  account  was  signed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Curlings 

by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lambert^  by  the  Plaintiff  James  Bunce 

C^ing^  and  by  two  of  the  Snaxs^  and  Elizabeth  Harriet 

^Hce^  also  one  of  the  family  of  Snow.     On  the  ISth  of 

"^onuary  1823  Mr.  Bwy  Hutchinson  divided  the  8000/. 

^  the  manner  proposed  in  the  letter  of  Mr.  Vinesj  and 

^<)  the  20th  of  the  same  month  the  bill  in  Hutchinson 

^*  Hutchinson  was  dismissed.    For  about  twelve  years  all 

P'^es  appeared  to  have  acquiesced  in  this  transaction ; 

^^  before  the  present  bill  was  filed  in  January  1835, 

^eral  successive  changes  took  place  in  the  represent- 

^^U  of  the  testator  James  Hutchinson :  Bury  Hutch'- 

'^**o>i,  the  son  otjamesy  died  in  October  1824,  and,  after 

f  ^^ostest  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  his  widow,  Esther 

Hutchinson^  became  the  representative :  she  died 

^ut  Fdmmry  1 826,  and  soon  afterwards  Bury  Hutchin- 

the  grandson,  became  the  representative  of  James; 

after  his  death  in  November  1834,  his  widow,  the 

Pendant  Catherine  Margaret  Irene  Hutchinson^  became 

^^^  representative  of  James^  after  three  intermediate  re- 

l^^^«entations  as  to  the  estate  of  James^  and  after  four 

^^^rmediate  representations  as  to  John^  the  son  of 

^^^'9KeSf  the  realisation  of  which,  appeared  to  have  been 

**^^  principal  cause  of  the  delay  in  settling  the  accounts 

^*  the  estate  of  James. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

^.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Girdlestone^  for  the  Plainti£&, 
Contended  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  general  account 
^^d  admmistration  of  the  testator's  estate. 

Mr. 
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18  39.  Mr.  Pemberton  and   Mr.  Wilbrakam,  for  Catherine 

'J^'V*^'     Margaret  Irene  Hutchinsonj  contended  that  the  accounts 
V.  ought  not  to  be  carried  further  back  than  the  settlement 

Hutchinson.  ^  December  1822,  insisting,  first,  that  the  accounts  prior 
to  December  1822  could  not  be  disturbed  without  im- 
peaching the  orders  pronounced  by  the  Court,  and 
which  could  not  be  done  in  this  suit,  which  did  not  seek 
to  impeach  them. 

Secondly,  that,  independently  of  those  orders,  all  the 
accounts  had  been  settled  by  the  parties,  all  of  whom 
were  competent  to  bind  themselves,  except  one  who  had, 
by  subsequent  acquiescence,  concluded  himself  from 
complaining. 

Thirdly,  that  if  one  only  of  the  parties  complainants 
was  bound  by  the  accounts,  and  it  was  not  disputed  thaM 
one  was,  then,  such  party  being  disqualified  to  impeaclcr 
the  settlement  of  accounts,  no  relief  could  in  that  respec  -: 
be  given  in  a  suit  in  which  he  was  a  co-plaintiff. 


Mr.  Kinderslej/f  Mr.  Cooper ^  Mr,  Treslovcj  Mr. 
fiflw,  Mr.  fVrat/f  Mr.  G.  Turner^  Mr.  Messiter^  Mr.  T.  GL 
Hallj  Mr.  Bellamy  and  Mr.  Edward  Teedj   for   other 
Defendants. 

On  the  point  of  misjoinder,  the  following  cases  were 
cited:  King  of  Spain  v.  Machado^a)^  Wilkinson  v. 
Parry  (i),  Harrington  v.  Long  (c),  Glyn  v.  Soares  (rf), 
Storey  v.  Johnson,  {e) 

'    On  the  question  of  laches,  Champion  v.  Bigby  (g), 
Gregory  v.  Gregory  (A),  w:ere  cited. 


The 

{a)  4  Ruu,  225.  (e)  SG.^r  Cole,  586. 

lb)  Id,  272.  Ig)  1  Ruts.  ^  M.  539. 

(c)  2  Mi/L  4r  K.  590.  {h)  Coop.  201. 
\d)  3  MyL  4"  K.  450. 
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'^*         7^  Master  ^/^  Bolls.  1839. 

As  the  Plaintifis  are  interested  in  the  estate,  and  as  Lambert 
Mr.  Hutchinsonj  the  legal  personal  representative,  ad-  Hutchinsok. 
n^its  that  the  estate  has  not  been  fully  administered,  it 
^  clear  that  some  account  must  be  taken.  [His  Lord- 
ship, having  adverted  to  the  order  of  1817,  dismissing 
Ae  bill,  proceeded.]  At  the  time  when  this  order  was 
i^e,  tlie  two  sons  of  Mrs.  Curlitig  were  infants ;  and, 
^though  it  may  have  been  and  probably  was  made  in 
pursuance  of  an  arrangement  beneficial  to  all  parties,  it 
uoes  not  appear  to  me  to  be  so  expressed,  and  made 
ffflder  such  circumstances,  as  to  preclude  the  infants 
^m  their  rights  to  have  the  accounts  taken  under  the 
'fecree  of  the  Court.  [His  Lordship  here  went  through 
the  fiu:ts  of  the  case,  and  proceeded  thus.]  The  question 
^  whether  the  settlement  of  December  1822,  followed 
P3^  the  transfer  of  stock  and  the  dismissal  of  the  bill,  is 
^^^  be  considered  as  binding  upon  the  Curlings  and  the 
'^-^^rnberts  who  signed  it,  and  who  are  now  the  com- 
Pl^nants ;  and  if  binding  upon  them  or  any  of  them, 
''whether  they  are  entitled  to  complain,  in  conjunction 
^^th  Hemy  Curlings  who  was  an  infant  at  the  time,  and 
did  not  sign. 


the  time  when  the  Plaintiffs  NjUIj/  Lambert  and 
Ha^^-jiet  Curling  signed  the  accounts  their  husbands 
^^**^  living,  but  they  were  entitled  to  their  shares  of  the 
^t^^tor's  estate  for  their  separate  uses  for  life,  with  re- 
°^^*«ider  to  their  children.  Nutty  Lambert  had  no  child, 
^^  m  the  event  of  her  dying  without  a  child,  her  share 
^^^  to  go  over  in  such  a  panner  as  to  give  to  the  children 
®*  -^rs.  Curlifig  an  interest  in  a  share  of  it.  Mrs.  Curling 
"^^  two  children,  the  Plaintiff  Jlz/»^5  Bunce  Curling  and 
^^yy  Curling:  Henry  Curling  was  not  of  age  and  did 
^^t  sign ;  James  Bunce  Curlifig  was  twenty-two  years  of 
and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  he  was  not  in 

every 


S86  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1839*       every  respect  competent  to  protect  his  own  interest  i  an 

^^"V*^^     considerinir  the  transaction  of  December  1 822  as  an  ainre 
Lambbbt  ° 

V,  ment  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  putting  an  end 

iiuTouiNioN,   ^g  g^j^  j^j  effecting  an  arrangement  for  the  conini< 

benefit  of  the  family,  that  the  parties  had  immediate 
the  benefit  of  it  —  had  the  transfer  of  their  shares  oft! 
8000/L,  and  had  the  suit  dismissed^  and  this  after  an  ex 
mination  of  the  accounts,  I  am  of  opinion  that  Jam 
Bunce  Curlings  if  he  had  sued  alone,  could  not  have  s 
aside  that  settlement  without  making  out  a  case  very  di 
ferent  from  that  which  is  now  attempted ;  and  such  beii 
my  opinion,  and  the  fact  being  that  Henry  Curling  was  a 
infant,  it  seems  scarcely  necessary  to  consider  how  £ 
Mrs.  Lambert  and  Mrs.  Curling  were  bound  in  respect 
the  life  estates  settled  to  their  separate  uses ;  the  quesd. 
as  to  the  constitution  of  the  suit  arises  upon  the  cases 
the  Plaintiffs  James  Bunce  Curling  and  Henry  Curling 

There  are  cases,  in  which  notwithstanding  a  misjoina 
of  Plaintiffs,  the  Court  has  permitted  a  decree  to  be  ma 
at  the  hearing.  It  has  been  done  when  it  has  appeared  t— 
justice  could  be  done  to  all  parties,  notwithstanding 
misjoinder:  but  Henry  Curling  who  might  be  entia 
to  sustain  a  bill  alone,  is  here  seeking  relief  for  hi 
and  others,  alleging  that  those  others  have  been 
frauded,  and  asking  relief  for  them  and  himself,  no* 
the  grounds  on  which  he  might  himself  be  entitled  t 
but  on  grounds  which  are  advanced  by  them,  an 
evidence  which  appears  to  me  to  be  insufficient;  ^ 
under  these  circumstances,  I  think,  that  on  this 
Henry  Curling  is  not  entitled  to  more  than  the 
to  which  James  Bunce  Curlifig  is*  entitled. 


Decree  therefore  the  usual  accounts  on  the  foot- 

of  the  account  made  up  and  stated  on  the  30th   ^ 

cember  1822. 

Bistc: 
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Dismisa  with  costs  so  much  of  the  bill  as  seeks  for  a        18S9. 
dodaratim,  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  bound  by  the 
oompromise  and  settlement  of  accounts  which  then  took  v. 

PUce,  and  for  an  account  up  to  that  time.  Hoichinson. 


Lambert 


WESTHEAD  v.  KEENE.  i838. 

Dec,  3» 

'J^HE  bill  stated  that  his  late  Majesty  King   WUf  A  bill  filed  by 

••-     Uqm  IV.,  by  letters  patent  dated  the  16th  of  Feb^  ^c^frdn'the^^ 

•"■^tt^y  1836,  granted  to  the  Plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c,  piracy  of  his 

^ui-ing  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  the  sole  privilege  to  foranaccount> 


te,  use  and  vend  a  certain  invention,  being  **  an  ^}^  "°'  ^'^ 

^'^  proved  method  of  cutting  caoutchouc  or  India  rubber,  the  specifica- 

icr,  hides  and  similar  substances,  so  as  to  render  ^?J^*  ?u  "- 
'  '  plain  toe  na* 

applicable  to  various  useful  purposes;"  his  Ma-  tureofthe 
thereby  commanding,  that  no  one  should,  during  ^^ich  the 
^«>e  said  term,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  use  the  said  patent  right 
^'^^Qntion ;  that  the  letters  patent  contained  a  proviso,  but  it  alleged 
the  said  letters  patent  should  not  become  vested  in  Jj^^t  the  speci- 

^  ncaUon  was 

than  twelve  persons  at  any  one  time  as  partners  i  duly  enrolled 
d«»  a  proviso  requiring  the  specification  of  the  Tlt^t^i 
a  patent  to  be  enrolled  within  six  months.    That,  description  in 
compliance  with  such  proviso,  the  Plaintiff  did  par-  tion^could^ot 
7*^Ularly  describe  and  ascertain  the  nature  of  his  said  ^  set  out  in 
^^Vention,  and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be  it  charged  that 
formed,  by  an  instrument  in  writine  under  his  hand  ^^®  Plaintiff 

•^  ^  was  the  mven- 

seal,  dated  the  10th  day  of  August  1836,  explaining  tor  and  that 
^^irein  the  aforesaid  particulars,  by  drawings  and  a  J^Vnew"*!^^^^ 
'riptkm  thereof  vohichf  the  bill  alleged,  cotdd  not  be  Court  (not 
tmt  in  the  Plaintiff^ s  biU;  and  did  enrol  the  said  in-  doubt)  held, 
•^•^mwit  gr  specification  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  <>"  ^^^  a"'^^ 
^^  the  16th  o{  August  18S6,  within  the  six  months  for  MarthaU^tYvit 
^**t  purpose  in  the  said  letters  appointed.  Jjf^  ^^^^^ 

The  rable. 

L 
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1838.  The  only  description  of  the  invention  contsdned  ins 

hl^'^^^'^'^    the  bill  was  in  the  followinff  passaire.  "  That  in  the  saidl 
Westhead  .        .  °  '^     ^^^ 

V.  specification  were  the  words  following : — Now,  althougfaH 

Kebne.       ^jjg  machine  which  I  have  above  described  answers  thcs 
intended  purpose  of  enabling  me  to  carry  into  efiect  mys 
improved  method  of  cutting  caoutchouc  or  India  rubber^ 
leather,  hides  and  similar  substances,  so  as  to  rendeca 
them  applicable  to  various  useful  purposes,  I  am  full}^ 
aware  that  the  same  may  be  variously  modified ;  as  foiK 
instance,  instead  of  imparting  a  rectilinear  or  progres — 
sive  movement,  as  well  as  a  rotatory  motion  to  a  piec^ 
of  caoutchouc  or  India  rubber,  leather,  hides  or  similaiv 
substances  intended  to  be  cut  into  fillets,  a  revolving 
motion  only  may  be  imparted;   and  by  causing  th^ 
pedestal  or  bearings,  upon  which  the  revolving  cutters 
work,  to  be  fixed  upon  or  attached  to  a  sliding  carriage 
and  made  to  advance  in  the  direction  of  the  material  tc3 
be  operated  upon,  a  similar  effect  may  be  produced  J 
and  the  caoutchouc,   leather,   hides  or  other  similaKi* 
substance,  may  be  cut  into  fillets  or  tapes  of  the  requi 
thickness.     It  is  also  obvious,  that  instead  of  usi 
revolving  or  circular  cutters,  longitudinal  or  straighr  ^ 
knives  or  cutters  may  be  applied,  to  which  rapid  red— -^ 
procating  motion   may  be  given,  for  the  purpose  oL^ 
cutting  the  caoutchouc,  hides  and  similar  substances^ 
into  fillets.     The  position  of  the  various  motions  an( 
parts  of  the  machinery  for  the  accomplishment  of  m; 
method  of  cutting  the  materials  may  also  be  consider--* 
ably  varied,  if  required,  and  rendered  more  completely  '^ 
self«acting  and  independent  of  the  operative  or  attend-  - 
ant;   but  as   one  great  advantage  arising  from    the 
adoption  of  my  improved  method,  is  that  of  cutting 
pieces   of  material  of  irregular   shape  and  size,  the 
adjustments  of  which  must  always  depend  on  the  jud{^ 
ment  of  the  operator,  I  have  considered  it  best  to  have 
the  machine  also  greatly  dependent  on  his  or  her  atten* 
tion ;  I  therefore  wish  it  to  be  understood,  that  I  claim 

as 
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•^igl 


Westhiad 


AS  mj  inyentioiiy  not  only  the  machine  hereinbefore        IS 38. 

described^  but  also  any  modification  of  such  machine 

by  which  my  improved  method  of  cutting  caoutchouc 

or  Jndia  rubber,  hides  and  similar  substances  into  a       ^^^^* 

bandy  tape  or  fillet,  by  means  of  a  revolving  or  other 

o^tter,  acting  on  the  exterior  edge  of  such  materials, 

i^zid  regularly  cutting  the  same  in  a  spiral  or  helical 

clirection  towards  the  centre,  can  or  may  be  efiected. 

S«ut  for  greater  certainty  as  to  the  words,  figures,  draw- 

m^fi.  contents  and  purport  of  the  said  letters  patent  and 

cation,  the  Plaintifi^  craves  leave  to  refer  thereto 

to  the  enrolment,  exemplification  or  other  copies 

thereof  respectively,  when  produced  to  the  honourable 

^^urty  and  to  the  same  extent,  as  if  the  said  letters  and 

^I>ecification  had  been  in  this  bill  fully  set  out." 

The  bill  fiirther  stated,  that  the  Plaintifi^,  about  the 
Q^te  of  the  letters  patent,  constructed  two  machines  ac- 
^^iding  to  the  said  invention  and  specification,  and  used 
same  on  bis  own  account,  and  applied  such  machines 
cut  after  an  improved  manner,  caoutchouc  or  Jndia 
'"Obber,  bides  and  other  similar  substances,  so  as  to  be 
^{^licable  to  various  useful  purposes,  and  in  particular 
Cut  the  aforesaid  materials  from  the  shape  of  a  flat 
or  solid  piece  into  continuous  fillets.  It  further 
^^ted  that  the  Defendants  Charles  Kaene  and  Christopher 
'^^'^leb  bad  infringed  the  patent ;  and  it  charged  '^  that 
plaintiff  was  the  first  discoverer  and  deviser  of  the  said 
^ention ;  and  that  at  the  respective  times  of  such  dbco- 
jf  and  of  Plaintiff's  application  for,  and  of  the  grant  of 
^^^  said  letters,  the  said  invention  was  new  as  to  the  public 
thereof,  and  was  unknown,  and  was  then  and  was  now, 
;faly  useful  and  beneficial  to  the  public."  That  an  act 
^^  parliament  was  passed  on  the  15th  of  Jub/  1887,  in- 
^^^^ed,  **  An  act  for  forming  and  regulating  the  London 
itchouc  Company,  and  to  enable  the  said  company 
XToL.  I.  t;  to 
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1838.       to  purchase  certain  letters  patent,  whereby  a  company 
^'^^^'^     called  *  The  London  Caoutchouc  Company  *  was  estab- 
V,  lished:''  and  it  was  thereby  enacted  that  all  contracts 

*"'  entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  company  should  be  in 
writing,  and  signed  by  three  directors,  or  by  the  agent 
of  the  company  duly  authorised ;  and  the  company  were 
empowered  to  purchase,  and  the  Plaintiffs  to  sell,  the 
said  patent ;  that  prior  to  the  passing  of  the  act,  and 
in  Nooember  18S6,  verbal  negotiations  had  taken  place 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  company,  for  the  sale  of 
the  said  letters  patent,  but  no  written  contract  regarding 
the  same  had  been  signed  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  com« 
pany,  and  no  assignment  had  been  executed  by  the 
Plaintiff;  but  nevertheless,  under  the  circumstancea 
aforesaid,  the  company  claimed  some  equitable  interest 
in  the  patent  and  in  the  privileges  thereby  secured.  The 
bill  charged,  that  the  principle  of  construction  and  mode 
of  application  of  the  said  machine,  constructed  and 
used  by  the  said  Defendants  Keene  and  Nickels,  was 
precisely  the  same  as  the  machines  invented  and  con- 
structed by  the  Plaintiff. 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  the  profits  made  by 
Keene  and  Nickels  by  making,  using,  exercising  and 
vending  the  said  invention  and  machines,  and  by  ma- 
nufacturing and  vending  the  articles  and  things  afore* 
said ;  and  that  they  might  be  restrained  from  making 
using,  exercising  and  vending  the  said  invention,  ma- 
chines, articles  and  things,  and  in  particular,  from 
using  the  said  machine  in  their  manufactory. 

To  this  bill  the  Defendants  Keene  and  Nickels 
a   demurrer ;  first,  generally,  for  want  of  equity ; 
condly,  that  the  bill  was  exhibited  against  these  Defer^^ 
ants  and  divers  other  persons  as  Defendants  tber^^- 
for  several  and  distinct  matters,  which  had  no  reIa^:J 
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to  each  other,  and  in  parts  whereof  Keene  and  Nickdi       1838. 

ivere  m  no  way  interested  or  concerned,  and  ought  not 

to  be  implicated ;  thirdly,  that  all  the  discovery  and  relief 

^ou^ht  by  the  bill  was  so  sought  in  respect  of  certain 

letC^rs  patent  alleged  to  have  been  granted  to  the  said 

plainant,  as  in  the  said  bill  stated;  whereas  it  ap- 

from  the  statement  in  the  bill  of  the  said  letters 

and  of  the  specification,  in  the  bill  alleged  to 

ha^^r^  been  enrolled  in  compliance  with  the  proviso  in 

tha^   behalf  contained  in  the  letters  patent,  that  the 

P^^^snt  was  wholly  invalid;    and   that  the  same   a& 

fop*cied  no  sufficient  ground  for  any  discovery  or  relief 

•gc^mnst  the  demurring  parties  in  this  Court ;  fourthly, 

thi^^  the  bill  contained  in  itself  parties  who  have  no 

i^Lca^tion  to  or  dependence  on  each  other,  whereby  the 

^^  bill  is  drawn  to  unnecessary  length,  and  Keene  and 

^^cJtelSf  if  they  should  be  compelled  to  make  answer 

^«x«anto,  would  be  put  to  unnecessary  expense,  de- 

*^y    and  trouble,  contrary  to  the  constant  practice  of 

^^  Court ;  fifthly,  that  the  bill  contained  in  itself  par^ 

^'^^  who  by  the  Plaintifif's  own  shewing  on  the  face 

^^    the  biU,  had  no  interest  whatever  in  the  subject* 

''^^'tter  of  this  suit,  and  were,  therefore,  improperly  made 

t^^^^es  thereto,  whereby  the  said  bill  was  drawn  to 

^**^  Necessary  length,  and  they  the  Defendants,  if  com- 

I^^l.]ed  to  make  answer  thereunto,  would  be  put  to  un- 

'^^^^sessary  expense,  delay  and  trouble,  contrary  to  the 

^^^"i^stant  practice  of  this  honourable  Court ;  wherefore^ 

^^.  they  demurred,  &c. 

Hr«  Tinney  and  Mr.  Dixon^  in  support  of  the  de- 

^^Urrer,  contended  that  the  Plaintiff  was  bound  distinctly 

^  state  his  title  on  the  face  of  his  biU,  and  what  it  was 

tie  laid  claim  to;  that  in  a  case  of  patent,  it  was  incum- 

^^^Dt  on  him  to  set  out  the  specification  at  length,  in 

^^1^  to  enable  the  Court  to  judge  of  its  validity;  that, 

U  2  so 
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1838.        so  &r  OS  the  invention  was  set  out  in  this  bill»  the  patent 

^^^""^^^"^     appeared  invalid ;  for  a  patentee  was  bound  by  his  speci- 

V.  fication  to  afford  full  and  precise  information^  ITie  King 

Kkbne.       ^^  Wheeler  (a);  it  should  be  such  as  to  enable  a  mechanic  to 

make  the  thing  described,  Homblower  v.  BouUon  (b) ;  and 

should  be  intelligible  to  a  person  of  ordinary  skill.  Hill 

V.  Thompson  (c),  Sturz  v.  De  La  Bue  (rf) ;   it  should 

not  be  too  general  or  cover  too  much.  Lord  Cochrane 

V.  Smethurst  {e) ;  and  the  invention  should  be  new  in  all 

its  parts,  Brunton  v.  Hawkes  {g) ;  and  that  the  patent  as 

described  in  this  case  wanted  all  these  qualifications. 

They  contended  that  the  company  had  been  impro«— 
•  perly  joined  as  Defendants  to  this  suit ;  that  it  was  stated  J 

in  the  bill  that  the  act  of  parliament  required  that  all  ^ 
contracts  entered  into  by  the  company  must  be  in 
writing,  and  here  it  was  admitted  that  no  written  con- 
tract had  ever  been  entered  into  by  them,  and  that  con- 
sequently they  had  no  interest  in  the  matters  of  this  suit 
That  questions  might  arise  in  this  suit  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  contract,  with  respect  to  which  Keene  and  Nickels 
had  no  concern,  and  therefore  there  was  a  misjoinder 
of  Defendants ;  they  cited  also  Wardy.  Duke  ofNorthum" 
berland  {h\  Campbell  \.  Mackay.  (f ) 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Torrianoy  contrhj  contended 
that  a  general  description  of  the  invention  was  sufficient^ 
and  that  it  was  not  necessary  in  such  a  bill  as  the  pre- 
sent, to  set  out  the  whole  of  the  specification  of  a  patent; 
Kay  V.  Marshall  (k) 


That 


(a)  2  P. 4-  Aid.  345.  (g)  4  -B.*  Aid.  541. 

ib)  8  Term  Sep,  98.  (A)  2  AtuL469. 

(c)  5  Mer.  622.  (i)  1  Mi/L  ^  C.  605. 

(rf)  5  Rum,  322,    ]  \k)  1  MtfL^  Cr.  373. 
(e)  1  Siark.  205. 
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That  the  Plaintiff  on  the  &ce  of  his  bill  had  alleged,        18S8. 

9s  in  the  case  of  Kin/  v.  Marshallj  that  he  had  by  his 

specification  done  all  that  his  patent  required  him  to  do, 

oamely,  had  described  and  ascertained  the  nature  of  the 

invention,  and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be  j)er- 

fermed;  that  the  bill  also  contained  an  allegation  that 

the  drawings  could  not  be  set  out  on  the  bill  and  a  charge 

^  to  the  novelty  and  utility  of  the  invention;  that  a 

S^neral  demurrer,  which  admitted  all  these  statements 

^    be  true,  could  not  be  sustained;  and  that  it  was 

iieitlier  usual  nor  convenient  to  determine  the  validity  of 

*  P^^tent  on  demurrer. 


^n  the  second  point,  they  contended  that  the  com- 
pa^:i^  were  interested  in  the  accounts  which  were  prayed 
y  ^e  bill,  and  had  therefore  properly  been  made  par- 
besides  which,  the  objection  of  misjoinder  did  not 

»lv  to  co-defendants. 


^3he  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

^^Vhen  I  read  over  this  bill  and  demurrer,  which  I 
^^^       before  I  came  into  Court,  it  certainly  struck  me  that 


of  them  were  somewhat  remarkable :  that  the  bill 
extremely  remarkable  for  its  vagueness  and  uncer- 
ty,  the  statement  of  the  tide  of  the  Plaintiff  not 
Dg,  as  I  think,  distinctly  set  forth,  and  the  demurrer, 
jt  seemed  to  me,  being  equally  remarkable,  being  ex- 
P^^^ited  in  an  unnecessarily  complicated  form. 

I  had  certainly  understood  that  in  a  bill  of  this 

^^ture,  when  the  protection  of  a  Court  of  Equity  was 

*^ked  to  defend  the  right  claimed  by  a  Plaintiff  under 

^   patent,  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  set  forth  his  title 

^  such  a  way,  as  to  enable  the  Court,  from  the  state- 

^^nt  on  the  record,  to  form  an  opinion  whether  the 

U  3  Utle 
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1838.       title  was  good  or  bad.    This  bill  does  not  do  so»  fiir  ii 
i^^v*^^    does  not  set  forth  on  the  record  the  specification,  whicbrf  : 

WBflTHSAO 

t.  is  necessary  to  enable  any  one  to  consider  whether  th 

'^*'*'      patent  is  valid  or  not     Upon  looking,  however,  at  th 

case  oiKay  v.  Marshall,  I  think  that  I  must  necessarilj^f  ^ 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  Court  did  not,  in  thar^^^i 
case,  consider  it  necessary  for  the  Plaintiff  to  set  fortlf. 
on  his  bill,  the  full  statement  of  his  specification ; 
that  if  he  alleged  that  he  had  done  that  which  wi 
required  by  the  proviso  in  his  patent,  the  Court  woul». 
give  credit  to  such  an  allegation  on  the  argument  of  : 
demurrer. 

Now,  if  that  be  so,  and  after  the  decision  in  Kim 
v.  Marshall^  whatever  my  own  opinion  might  be,  I 
bound,  sitting  in  this  place,  so  to  consider  it ;  then 
we  have  the  allegation  upon  the  record  which  was 
*  tained  in  the  case  of  Kay  v.  Marshall,  and  we  have,  i 
addition,  certain  words  which  were  contained  in 
instrument  of  specification,  which  the  Court  is  to  ooi 
strue,  not  of  themselves,  but  with  relation  to 
which  are  omitted;  that  is,  we  have  certain  relati 
words,  and  the  co-relative  words  are  not  here.     I 
in  the  absence  of  that  authority,  I  should  not  hav 
thought  that  a  correct  mode  of  pleading.    I  should  hav 
thought  that  there  ought  to  be,  on  the  record  itself^  s 
ficient  to  enable  the  Court  to  come  to  a  conclusion ; 
if  it  has  been  decided  that  credit  is  to  be  given  to  thi 
allegation  of  the  Plaintiff  which  is  on  the  record,  I  must 
of  necessity,  take  it  in  this  case,  that  the  words  whictS^ 
are  on  the  record,  having  to  be  construed  in  relation 
those  words  in  respect  of  which  I  am  to  give  credit 
the  allegations  contained  in  the  bill,  amount  to  som 
thing  sufficient  to  sustain  the  equity  of  this  case.    That^ 
being  the  case,  I  do  not  know  how  I  can  depart  firom 
the  decision,  and  on  that  ground  I  must  support  the  bill ;  ^ 
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bij^t,  I  do  this  in  submission  to  what  I  conceive  to  be  the        1638. 
'  thority  of  Kay  v.  Marshall,  having  certainly  before  been    yf^^^'^ 
opinion,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  a  Plaintiff  to  state  dis-  9. 

^cmotly  on  the  record,  those  circumstances  which  were       ^*'"'«« 

to  sustain  his  title,  and  not  to  do  it  by  mere 
to  an  instrument,  of  which  the  most  material 
is  not  set  forth. 


The  other  ground  of  demurrer  is  with  respect  to  the 
goinder  of  the  parties. 


Now,  undoubtedly,  there  may  be  a  misjoinder  of 
^dants,  but  I  do  not  think  I  can  so  consider  it  in 
^-hls  case^  because,  what  does  it  amount  to  here?  This 
^Ul  prays  for  an  account  of  the  profits  which  have  been 
^y»ide  by  the  Defendant  from  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff's 
pa.tent :  the  allegation  is,  that  other  persons  claim  an 
interest  in  those  letters  patent,  and  if  so,  they  would  be 
^x^titled  to  an  interest  in  that  for  which  the  Plaintiff  is 
-"^^re  calling  the  Defendant  to  account.  This  is  not  a 
*^Ul  for  a  specific  performance  of  an  agreement,  I  do 
find  anything  of  that  sort  as  against  the  other  De- 
odants ;  but  it  is  a  bill  which  calls  the  other  Defend- 
into  the  presence  of  the  Defendants  who  are  now 
<nurring,  in  order  that  they  may  not  be  compelled 
account  twice,  first  to  the  Plaintifi^  and  then  to 
other  Defendants  who  claim  an  interest ;  and  this 
sort  of  joinder  of  Defendants,  which  is,  of  necessity, 
e  in  obedience  to  the  rule,  which  requires  that  all 
OS  interested  ought  to  be  before  the  Court 

I  think,  therefore,  I  cannot  allow  this  demurrer,  at 
^^    same  time  I  think  this  demurrer  shews  a  very 


piimd  facie  case ;  and  I  should  have  had  very 
doubt  as  to  the  validity  of  this  patent,  judging 
^^^%e  firom  what  appears  on  the  record :  I  think,  there-* 

U  4>  fore^ 
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WSSTHSAD 
V, 

Keene. 


forC}  I  must  not  give  the  costs  of  this  demurrer  as  I  did 
of  the  last. 

I  cannot  entertain  any  doubt  respecting  the  rule  on 
the  discussions  of  demurrers,  that  you  cannot  go  beyond 
the  record;  if  you  have  any  defence  that  is  not  on  the 
record,  you  must  bring  it  forward  by  another  mode. 
The  Defendants  might  have  pleaded  the  whole  of  this 
specification,  and  might  have  shewn  on  that  plea,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  relief.  The  Defend- 
ants might  have  put  it  forward  in  their  answer ;  or  if 
they  desired  to  have  the  matter  brought  forward  in  a 
shorter  form,  then,  if  the  other  grounds  would  admit  of 
it,  they  might  have  put  in  a  short  answer,  saying,  ^^  I 
admit  you  did  take  out  such  a  patent  and  put  in  such 
a  specification,  I  admit  I  have  used  this  machine  from 
March  1836,  but  I  deny  your  right" 

Demurrer  over-ruled,  (a) 


(a)  As  to  demurrers  for  uncer- 
tninty^  see  Cooper's  Eq,  Plead, 
181.;  Gelly.  Hayward^  1  Vem, 
312.;  Crosteing  v.  Honor,  ib,  1 80. ; 
Lord  Uxbridge  v.  Siavcland,  I 
Vcs,  sen.  55, ;  East  India  Coni" 
pany  v.  Henchman,  1  Vet.  juD. 
S87.;  Cresset  v.  MUton,  1  Ves, 
jun.  448.    S.  C.  3  B,  C.  C.  481.; 


Ryves  v.  JRyves,  3  Fes,  343,; 
Kemp  V.  Pry  or ^  7  Ves,  257.;  1^ 
Mayor  of  London^,  Levy ^S  Vesk 
398. ;  Jones  Y,  Jones,  5  Mer, 
161.;  Frietasv,  Dos  Santos^  1  Y. 
4* «/.  574.;  Jones  v.  Maundy  3  Y, 
4"  Col,  347. ;  and  Baker  v.  Har^ 
wood^  7  Simons,  575. 
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GROVE  V.  SANSOM.  Nov.  15. 

N  the  16th  of  March  1838,  the  respondents,  New  An  order  of 
and  Humphries,  who  were  the  executors  of  EUza*  ^^mj^n^^ii* 
Graoe,  deceased,  obtained  the  common  ex  parte  not  be  sup- 
er for  the  taxation  of  the  bill  of  costs  of  Mr.  Wright,  ^rits  fwa 

licitor,  on  the  allecraition  that  he  had  been  employed  special  order, 

°  ^    "^        upon  the  oc- 

solicitor  for  Elizabeth  Grove^  and  by  the  petitionersp  cadon  of  a 

r  executors,  and  on  the  usual  undertaking  to  pay  what  3mre°'?^  ***** 

old  be  found  due.  whether 

the  taxation, 
at  the  instance 

t  was  now  moved,  on  the  behalf  of  Mr.  Wright,  to  o(heetiuiaue 
*  arge  this  order  for  irregularity.     The  application  of  cosu  which 

supported  by  an  affidavit,  which  shewed,  that  m  1\«»  been  long 
'^^  -^  since  settled 


),  Mr.  Wright,  the  solicitor,  had  delivered  his  seven  and  paid  by 

^Slljs  of  costs  against  the  testatrix  and  her  executors,  Jlf^^^g?"' 

*22c3unting  to  746/.  7s.  Sd.,  which,  after  examination  and  fund,  ought 

^•s^uBsion,  and  after  the  deduction,  amounting  to  about  3,  against  the 

'^/L-  were  paid  by  the  executors,  with  the  concurrence  solicitor,  or  at 

r-      1./.      «•    1  .  •  1  against  the 

Ue  tenants  for  life  of  the  testatnx's  property ;  that,  trustees  for 

XSSO,  a  further  bill  of  costs  was  delivered,  which,  ^^®P^»« 

'  ofjusUfying 

a  small  deduction,  was  paid  m  February  18S0,  thdr  payment, 

the  like  concurrence ;  that  two  other  bills  were  de»  ^'^''^* 
Yed  in  June  and  December  1830,  which  were  also 
;  that  he^  Wright,  had  delivered  up  all  papers  which 
considered  of  any  value,  or  which  had  been  re- 


dy  the  decree  in  a  cause  of  New  and  another  against 

*^muin,  it  was,  amongst  other  things,  ordered,  that  the 

Rendants  (who  were  interested  under  the  testatrix's 

)  should  be  at  liberty  to  obtain,  in  the  name  of  the 

intiflb,  New  and  Humphries,  an  order  for  the  taxation 

of 
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of  Mr.  Wrighfs  bill  of  costs ;  the  Plaintiff  to  be  indem- 
nified out  of  the  funds  in  the  cause.  Mr.  Wright  was 
not  a  party  to  the  cause. 

These  were  the  bills  of  costs  sought  to  be  taxed,  and 
whichi  Mr.  Wright  being  unable  firom  illness  to  attend, 
after  obtaining  the  order  for  taxation,  the  parties  pro- 
ceeded to  tax  ex  parte* 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Smythe  now  moved  to  dis« 
charge  the  order  for  taxation  for  irregularity ;  con- 
tending, that  the  bills  having  been  settled,  the  parties 
ought  to  have  applied  to  the  Court  for  a  special  order 
for  their  taxation ;  and  that,  under  the  present  practice 
the  Court  would  not  enter  into  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  order  could  be 
now  supported  on  the  merits. 

Mr.  J.  BusseUj  contra^  contended  that  the  solicitor, 
having  obtained  payment  of  his  bills  by  a  trustee  out  of 
a  trust  fund,  could  not  set  up  that  payment  to  prevents 
taxation  of  his  bill,  especially  where,  as  in  this  case, 
married  women  and  in&nts  were  interested,  that  the 
order  for  taxation  was  therefore  right:  he  relied  on 
Hazard  v.  Lane  (a),  where  Lord  Eldan  held  ^^  that  a 
solicitor  could  not  be  allowed  to  interpose,  the  payment 
of  his  bill  of  costs,  by  a  person  in  the  situation  of  a 
trustee,  between  himself  and  the  parties  (cestuisgue 
trust)  for  whom  he  was  at  the  time  aware  that  the 
person  who  paid  him  was  no  more  than  a  trustee^  a% 
there,  an  executor  acting  for  the  parties  beneficially 
interested  under  the  will/'  In  that  case  the  common 
order  for  taxati^  had  been  obtained,  which  Liord 
EMon^  on  hearing  the  merits,  refused  to  discbarge. 

Secondly, 

(a)  Silfifr.891. 
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Secondly,  he  insisted  that  where  a  party  complains  of 
a  technical  irregularity,  he  must  apply  at  the  first 
moment;  and  that,  in  this  case,  such  laches  existed  as 
cxigfat  to  induce  the  Court  to  refuse  its  interference. 

7Xtf  Mastbr  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  there  are  two  quesdons,  first,  if  the  order 
of  course  for  taxation  is  regular ;  and  if  not,  then  if 
there  have  been  such  laches  and  acquiescence  on  the  part 
of  the  solicitor  as  precludes  the  Court  interfering  to 
grant  him  the  relief  asked.  As  to  the  merits  of  the 
case^  I  have  no  concern  on  the  present  occasion ;  it  may 
be  reasonable  that  a  solicitor  receiving  costs  out  of  trust 
property,  and  being  in  the  situation  of  solicitor  to  the 
trustees,  should  have  his  bill  taxed,  notwithstanding  it 
has  been  settled  with  the  trustees;  but  it  may  be  a 
question,  whether  the  taxation  is  to  be  as  against  the 
solicitor  or  as  against  the  trustees  for  the  purpose  of 
justifying  their  payments  to  him.  On  this  occasion, 
however,  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  that  point. 

Wright^  it  appears,  was  employed  as  solicitor  for  the 
trustees,  and  a  settlement  was  had  of  the  bills  of  costs 
due^  and  which  were  subjected  to  the  consideration  of  the 
trustees  and  of  some  of  the  parties  interested,  and  after 
consideration  were  paid ;  some  of  them  were  paid  ten 
years  ago,  and  the  papers  were  delivered  up.  After  this 
transaction,  an  order  for  taxation  was  obtained  on  this 
allegation,  "  that  Elizabeth  Grove  employed  Mr.  Wright 
as  solicitor,  and  that  the  petitioners  have  continued  to 
employ  him;"  but  wholly  omitting  all  notice  of  the 
transactions  which  had  taken  place, — that  the  bills 
were  settled,  and  the  papers  delivered  up.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  an  order  of  course,  obtained  on  this  state- 
ment, wholly  omitting  so  material  an  allegation,  is  an 
irregular  order. 
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18S8.  It  has  been  the  practice  in  this  Court,  on  i^plicatio^^ 

of  this  sort  being  made  to  discharge  an  order  of 
that  although  it  might  appear  that  the  order  was  h 
larly  obtained,  or  that  the  suggestions  were  not  such 
they  ought  to  be,  yet  if  it  appeared  on'the  merits  that 
order  for  taxation  ought  to  be  made,  the  Court,  arrang- 
ing the  costs,  has  sustained  the  order  sought  to  be  dis- 
charged.    This  practice  has  been  over  and  over  again 
acted  on,  but  the  propriety  of  it  has  been  considered  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  he  has  altered  the  rule.    I 
entirely  approve  of  the  alteration,   it  makes    parties 
more  careful  in  obtaining  these  orders,  and  considerable 
inconvenience  has  occurred  from  the  contrary  practice. 

His  Lordship  said  he  considered  that  therehad  not  been 
such  lac/ies  or  acquiescence  as  to  prevent  his  interference^ 
and  he  discharged  the  order  for  taxation,  with  costs; 
saying,  however,  that  he  made  this  order  without  in  the 
least  determining,  whether,  on  a  proper  application 
being  made  to  the  Court,  the  bills  could  or  not  be  sob* 
jected  to  a  taxation. 
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DAWSON  V.  YATES.  isaa. 

THIS  was  a  motion  for  a  receiver  upon  afRdavits  An  agreement 
WAS  entered 

and  before  answer,  under  the  following  circum-  into  by  A.  for 
stances :  —  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^ 

estate  to  B^ 
to  be  com- 

By  articles  of  agreement,  dated  the  17th  of  January  f^^^^^^"" 

ISSSf  and  made  between  Yates  of  the  one  part,  and  money  paid 

JFibcm  of  the  other  part,  Yates  agreed  to  sell  to  Wilson^  ^^^^  expiration 

hr  the  sum  of  3900^,  some  property  over  which  YateSf  of  five  years, 

as  mortgagee,  had  a  power  of  sale ;  and  it  was  thereby  meantime  in- 

airieed,  that  the  purchase  should  be  completed  and  the   ^^^^^  ^^  ^® 

-B        »  r  r  purchase- 

porchase-money  paid  on  or  before  the  1st  otjune  1840,  money  was  to 

when  a  conveyance  was  to  be  executed ;  and  that  until    JJ|^  j,  ^^ 

the  purchase  should  be  completed,  Wilson  should  pay  purchaser; 

or  allow,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  arising  from  the  served  a  right 

hind  and  premises,  unto  Yates,  interest  at  the  rate  of  of  avoiding 

,      the  contract 

5  per  cent,  per  annum  upon  the  amount  of  the  aforesaid  in  case  tlie 
purchase-money  or  sum  of  S900/. ;  and  it  was  provided  jn^estshould 
and  agreed,  that  if  the  interest  from  time  to  time  to  be^  for  twenty* 
cx>me  due  on  the  sum  of  8900/.  during  the  term  of  five  ^"xoenable 
years  from  the  date  of  the  agreement,  or  any  part  there-  B.  to  pay  the 
of  should  happen  to  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid  for  the  ;„  arrear  C. 

^pace  of  twenty-one  days  after  the  half  yearly  days  on  advanced  a 

,  .  •      ,  ,  ,  .1   /I    .         1      ,J^i      n  sum  of  money 

which  the  same  ought  to  be  paid  (bemg  the  17th  of  on  mortgage 

Jiify  and  the  17th  of  January  in  each  and  every  year),  ^*  ^'^.  ^°" 

then  property,  and 
the  vendor 
afterwards  verbally  agreed  with  C  to  extend  the  term  for  the  payment  of  the  half 
3'early  interest.  The  interest  became  afterwards  in  arrear  in  such  a  way  that  A^ 
hv  the  original  agreement  had  a  right  to  annul  the  contract,  but  he  had  no  such 
right  under  the  varied  agreement :  A,  re-entered  as  for  a  forfeiture.  The  Court, 
on  the  application  of  C,  appointed  a  receiver  over  the  property. 

Where  tacts,  not  founded  on  allegations  in  the  bill,  are  introduced  into  affidavits 
in  support  of  an  application  for  a  receiver,  the  Court  will  disregard  them,  and  a 
I>efendant  acts  properly  in  not  answering  them. 
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1889.  then  and  in  such  case  it  should  and  might  be  lawful 
Yates  to  re-enter  into  and  upon  the  hereditaments  i 
premises,  and  the  same  to  have  again,  repossess  i 
enjoy  as  in  his  former  estate ;  and  from  and  after  si 
re-entry  made,  the  agreement  and  every  clause^  mat 
and  thing  therein  contained  should  become  absolol 
void  to  all  intents  and  purposes. 

Wilson  at  the  same  time  gave  to  Yaies  a  v^arranl 
attorney,  authorising  him,  on  default  of  payment  of  i 
principal  money  and  interest  at  the  times  by  the  o 
tract  agreed  to  be  paid,  to  enter  up  judgment  in  ^ 
ment  against  him. 

In  the  month  of  June  1836,  the  interest  being  then 
arrear,  Wilson  was  desirous  of  borrowing  money  for  i 
purpose  of  satisfying  such  arrear  of  interest,  and  he  a 
plied  to  Dawson  for  a  loan  to  enable  him  to  do  ; 
Dawson  assented,  and  in  June  1836  Wilson  conv^ 
his  interest  in  the  estate  to  Dawson^  the  Plaintiff,  a 
security  for  money  then  advanced  by  him  to  WUb 
for  the  purpose,  amongst  other  things,  of  enabling  I: 
to  pay  the  interest :  the  sum  advanced  was  400/[», 
interest  which  was  then  due  being  the  sum  of  195L  Gt 

Dawson  paid  to  Yaies  the  whole  of  the  interest  up 
the  17th  January  1836,  and  Yates  (as  it  appeared, 
the  Court  from  the  effect  of  the  affidavits)  subsequent* 
by  parol,  agreed  with  Wilson  to  waive  the  strict  tea 
of  the  agreement  of  1835,  as  to  the  payment  of 
interest,  and  consented  to  accept  it  half  yearly, 
months  later  than  it  would  have  become  payable  ua^ 
the  original  agreement :  by  these  means  the  half  yee 
interest,  which  under  the  original  agreement  beo£ 
due  in  Jutie  1836,  did  not,  under  the  new  arrangeid 


r.Pemberion  and  Mr.  Martindale^  on  behalf  of  the 
nauitii^  DOW  moved  for  the  appointmeat  of  a  receiver 
e  property. 


and  Mr.  Wright,  contra. 


principal  points  discussed  were»  whether  in  jlpril 
18^7»  when  Yata  took  possession,  there  was  any  arrear 
of  u^erest  according  to  the  agreement  as  modified  by 
tb^  snbiequent  arrangement  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
pcfendant;  and  whether  there  had  been  any  waiver,  on 
ilN  part  of  Yatesy  of  hb  rights  under  the  original  agree- 
HMOt  which  bound  him. 


The 
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and  understanding  between  the  parties,  become  payable       18S9. 
until  January  1837. 

YateSf  in  April  1837,  there  being  then  (as  was  alleged 
by  the  bill)  no  sum  of  money  for  principal  or  interest 
due  and  owing  to  him  under  the  new  agreement,  en- 
tered up  judgment  in  ejectment  under  the  warrant  of 
attorney,  and  by  virtue  of  such  judgment,  in  April  1837, 
re-entered  upon  the  property,  in  order  to  annul  the 
Agreement  of  1835.     The  bill  prayed  for  redemption  or 
foreclosure,  for  the  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment between  Yates  and  WilsoUj  and  for  a  receiver. 

It  appeared  firom  the  affidavits,  that  one  Fisher  was 

ID  the  receipt  of  the  rents,  and  that  he  was  agent  for 

iioth  Damon  and  Yates,  and  that  the  rents  were  to  be 

^plied  in  keeping  down  the  interest  on  the  purchase- 

^"^omej.    In  Januanf  1837,  Fisher  had  received  a  sum 

^  dS^  firom  the  tenants,  and  the  interest  due  at  that 

tmcie  amounted  to  97/.  lOs.  only. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  adverting  to  the  cir« 
cumstances  of  the  casei  said,  Fisher  was  the  oommon 
agent,  on  the  one  hand,  of  Yates^  who  was,  in  one  sense, 
the  mortgagee,  or  the  person  entitled  to  the  3900£i  and 
interest,  '.and  on  the  other  hand,  he  was  the  agent  of 
Wilson  to  receive  the  rent,  and  out  of  the  rent  to  pay 
the  interest  as  it  became  due.     I  think  it  is  not  dis* 
puted,  that  Mr.  Yates  verbally  consented  to  afford  the 
Plaintiff  the  indulgence  he  was  asked,  and  on  that 
understanding  the  195/.,  which  was  due  for   interest 
up  to  January  1836,  was  paid.     By  the  clear  under- 
standing  between  the  parties,  there  was  to  be  half  a 
year's  indulgence  given ;  and  by  the  transactions  which 
took  place  between  the  parties  and  their  common  agent 
Fisher^  it  is  clear,  that  the  rent  to  be  received  by  Fisher 
was  to  be  paid  in  satisfaction  of  the  interest,  as   it 
became  due.     The  interest  next  payable,  amounting  to 
97/.  105.  became,  according  to  the  new  understanding  be* 
tween  the  parties,  payable  on  the  17th  of  January  IBS?, 
and  the  rents  received  by  Fisher  up  to  that  time,  are 
stated  to  have  amounted  to  98/. ;  and  unless  there  are 
circumstances  to  shew  that  the  nature  of  the  transaction 
between  the  parties  was  varied,  so  as  to  prevent  the  rent 
being  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  interest,  the 
interest  was  in  point  of  fact  paid.     With   the  rent 
actually  paid  up  to  that  time  •—  with  the  communication 
which  appears  to  have  taken  place  between  the  parties, 
Yates  takes  advantage  of  a  warrant  of  attorney  which 
he  had,  enters  up  judgment,  and  immediately  takes 
possession;  not  because  there  was  any  arrear  of  in- 
terest due  to  him,  but  under  the  proviso  of  re-entry  in 
the  contract  with  Wilson^  and  by  these  means  he  puts 
an  end  to  the  interest  of  the  Plaintiff.     I  cannot  think 
that  this  was  a  proper  course  of  proceeding ;  or  such 
as  the  Court  would  allow  if  the  facts  were  made  oat 

at 
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at  the  hearing:  the  question  now  is  only,  whether 
the  property  ought  to  be  secured  in  the  mean  while, 
and  it  appears  to  me  that  it  ought.  I  think  there  is  a 
sufficient  statement  in  the  affidavit  of  Fisher  which  is 
in  no  way  explained,  that  the  interest  had  in  point- of 
&ct  been  paid,  at  the  time  when  it  became  payable 
according  to  the  new  contract  between  the  parties,  and 
that  on  the  understanding  which  existed  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  Yates^  the  latter  was  not  authorized  to  put 
an  end  to  the  transaction  of  1835  altogether. 

Order  for  a  receiver  granted,  and  by  consent, 
Yates  to  have  liberty  to  propose  himself. 


1839. 


The  affidavit  of  Dawson  the  Plaintiff,  in  support  of 
die  motion,  stated,  that  in  June  1837,  he  called  on  Yates, 
and  hafl  a  long  conversation  with  him  generally  as  to 
the  premises,  when  Yates  stated,  that  he  wished  the 
Plaintiff  to  go  and  see  Mr.  Fisher^  whom  he  would  also 
see^  and  talk  the  matter  over;  that  the  Plaintiff  saw 
Mr.  Fishetf  who  refused  to  let  him  know  the  state  of  the 
acconnts,  although  deponent  said,  that  in  order  to 
protect  himself,  he  was  willing  to  pay  any  deficiency,  if 
the  agent  would  furnish  him  with  the  accounts. 

There  was  no  such  allegation  as  this  in  the  bill,  but 
there  was  a  general  statement,  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
fieqnently  offered  to  pay  the  Defendant  Yates  the  prin- 
cipal sum  of  3900/.,  with  all  interest  due  thereon ;  such 
oBtr  was  not  stated  to  have  been  made  before  Yates 
t(x>k  possession.  The  statement  in  the  affidavit  was, 
bcywever,  relied  on  in  support  of  the  motion. 


Mr.  Kindersley^  during  his  argument,  had  contended, 
that  the  Plaintiff  could  not  rely  on  any  statement  which 
had  not  been  expressly  charged  or  alleged  in  the  hill,  and 
consequently  that  this  part  of  the  ovidencp  nuirht  ■(»  h* 

Vol.  I.  X  rejt'Cteii ; 
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}^^2i  J     rejected ;  he  added,  that  the  Defendant  had  been  advised 
not  to  answer  this  part  of  the  affidavit  at  all. 

Mr.  Pembetionf  contrdy  contended)  that  the  general 
charge  in  the  bill,  of  PlaintifPs-offers  to  pay^  was  sufficient 
to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  the  benefit  of  the.  above 
statement  in  his  affidavit. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  this  point  said,  I  have 
not  adverted  to  the  other  circumstances  which  are  not 
alleged  in  the  bill :  I  think  that  those  who  advised  the 
Defendants  in  this  case  not  to  answer  the  allegations  s^ 
forth  in  the  affidavits  and  not  in  the  bill,  and  on  which 
an  equity  was  attempted  to  be  raised,  acted  in  that 
respect  with  great  propriety.  It  is  always  to  be  remem- 
bered, that  the  orders  of  the  Court  are  to  be  pronounced 
on  that  which  is  alleged  in  the  pleadings  between  the 
parties ;  affidavits  and  depositions  are  to  be  considered 
only  as  evidence  of  the  allegations  made  by  the  respec- 
tive parties  in  proper  form,  and  cannot  be  attended  to 
as  laying  a  foundation  for  equities  not  otherwise  alleged 
or  claimed :  for  that  reason  I  have  omitted  to  take  any 
notice  of  the  statements  which  are  contained  in  the  affi* 
davits  and  are  not  alleged  on  the  bill. 
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JONES  V.  JAMES.  -^^  '<>• 

THIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  petition,  by  Under  the 
.  I      n*-         1  1  commonorder 

way  of  exception  to  the  Master  s  report,  made  on  a  for  the  taxa- 

reference  to  him  in  the  common  form,  to  tax  the  bill  of  ^h^^jj^^*' j^ 

ooets  of  the  petitioner  Tliomas.  not  author- 

ized to  take 
an  account  of 
It  appeared  that  the  respondent  Harries  had  employed  pecuniary 

the  petitioner  Thomas  as  his  solicitor  in  various  transac-  tween  the 
tionss  but  principally  in  the  investment  of  money  on  se-  Parties,  which 

J  .     fi-  r     1.-  I    .  •  1    are  foreign  to 

cnrities ;  and  m  the  course  of  which  transactions,  several  the  bill  of 
snms  of  money  had  been  received  by  Thomas  on  account  ^^^  where 

of  BarrieSm  monies  are 

paid  by  the 
client  on 
In  Jfyril  18S7>  Harries  obtained  the  common  order  account  of 

lor    the    taxation    of  Tlioma^s  bills    of  costs,   which  costs^or 

stated  that  Harries  had  employed  Tliomas.  one  of  the  ^^ere  by 

,  ,      agreement 

solicitors  of  this  Court,  to  defend  this  and  other  suits  between  the 

and   matters,  as  the  petitioner's  attorney  and  solicitor,  ™icitor  and 

and  that  Thomas  had  delivered  unto  Harries  two  several  monies  which 

bills  of  his  fees  and  disbursements ;  and  Harries  thereby  }^^l^  of  the 

submitting  to  pay  to  Thomas,  what  should  be  due  to  him  solicitor  arc 

on  the  taxation  of  the  said  bills,  it  ordered  that  it  should  ^ic  to  the 

be  referred  to  the  Master  to  tax  the  same;  and  that  P^)"™.^?'?^ 

the  bill  of 

Harries  and  Thomas  should  produce  before  the  Master,  costs. 

UDon  oath,  as  he  should  direct,  all  books,  papers  and      Under  the 
Mr  '  '  '  r  r  common  or- 

writings  in  their  custody  or  power  relating  to  the  said  der,theMas* 
billss  or  to  any  of  the  items  or  charges  therein ;  and  that  a^^thorizedto 

tbey  should  be  examined  upon  interrogatories  touching  ^lo^  interest 
«  t  .1   -air  1       n    T  it        onthebalances 

the  same,  as  the  said  Master  should  direct;  and  that  of  monies  of 

upon  Harries,  pursuant  to  his  submission,  paying  to  ^®  client, 

Tliomas  time  in  the 
hands  of  the 
solicitor,  though  such  appears  to  have  been  the  agreement  between  ^he  partiest 

X2 
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Thomas  what  should  appear  to  be  due  to  him  on  such 
taxation,  or  in  case  the  said  bills  should  appear  to  be 
already  paid,  then  that  Thomas  should  deliver  unto 
Harries^  upon  oath,  all  deeds,  papers  and  writings  in 
his  custody  or  power  belonging  to  Harries;  and  if  he 
was  overpaid,  that  he  should  refund  and  repay  to  Har^ 
ries  what  the  said  Master  should  certify  to  be  overpaid ; 
and  that  all  proceedings  at  law  against  Harries^  on 
account  of  the  said  bills  should  be  stayed,  until  the  said 
Master  should  have  made  his  report  (a) 


It  appeared,  that  in  1828  Thomas  delivered  to  Har^ 
ries  an  account,  in  which  there  was  no  charge  for  costs, 
but  interest  was  charged  on  the  balances  from  time  to 
time,  and  in  the  result  there  appeared  a  balance  of  256A 
due  from  Thomas  to  Harries. 

In  Februray  18S2  Thomas  delivered  another  account 
to  Harries^  in  which  the  bills  of  costs  claimed  to  be  due 
by  Thomas  from  Harries  were  charged,  and  which 
shewed  a  balance  of  452.  due  from  Harries  to  Thomas. 


In  the  examination  of  Harries  on  interrogatories  be- 
fore the  Master,  he  stated,  that  he  had  not  made  any 
payment  expressly  on  account  of  the  said  alleged  bill  of 
costs ;  that  the  said  Thomas  was  employed  by  him,  from 
the  year  1820,  and  for  many  years  aflerwards,  as  his  atp> 
tomey  and  solicitor ;  and  that  during  such  time,  Tliamas 
received  and  paid  on  his  account  divers  sums  of  money; 
and  that  some  parts  of  the  monies  which  TTiomas  so 
received,  he  retained  in  his  hands,  upon  an  agreement 
or  understanding  that  he  was  to  pay  or  allow  to  him, 

HarrieSf 


{a)  Thomas  attempted  unsuo 
cessfully  to  get  this  order  dis- 
charged. See  S2  K^etiy  184.;  and 


see  Harries  v.  Thomas^  S  Met  ^ 

W.  32. 
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Harries^  interest  For  the  snme,  until  such  sums  should 
be  paid  over  to  him,  or  be  applied  to  or  for  the  use  or 
on  account  of  him,  Harries  ;  and  he  said^  that  although  he 
did  not  remember  that  he  ever  entered  into  any  express 
agreement  with  Thomas  upon  the  subject,  he  always 
understood,  and  he  believed  and  was  confident,  that 
TTumuis  also  understood,  and  accordingly  that  there 
always  was  an  understanding  between  him  and  Thomas^ 
that  upon  settling  accounts  between  him  Harries  and 
ThcmaSi  the  latter  should  retain  out  of  the  monies  of 
Harries  happening  then  to  be  in  his  Thomases  hands,  so 
much  of  such  monies,  as  might  be  necessary  for  the  pur- 
pose of  liquidating  any  fair  bill  of  costs  or  claim  for  law 
charges,  that  might  be  due  from  Harries  to  Thomas. 
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This  statement  was  not  met  nor  rebutted  on  the  part 
of  Thomas. 

The  several  sums  of  money  received  by  Thomas  on 
aooount  of  Harries  were  not  received  in  payment  of  his 
bill  of  costs,  but  were  received  generally  in  the  pecuniary 
transacUons  in  which  he  was  concerned  for  Harries. 

The  bills  of  costs  amounted  to  the  sum  of  7852.,  but 
which,  in  consequence  of  all  the  costs  incurred  pre- 
▼JOU8  to  J^omaj?3  admission  as  an  attorney  of  the  su- 
perior courts  of  Westminster  being  disallowedi  were 
reduced  by  taxation  to  242/. 


The  Master,  by  his  report  stated,  that  during  the 
time  Harries  employed  Thomas  as  his  solicitor,  Thomas 
received  and  paid  divers  sums  of  money  on  account  of 
Hcaries;  and  be  found  from  the  evidence  before  him, 
that  there  was  an  agreement  between  the  parties  that 
jTkomas  should  allow  interest  on  the  balances  from  time 
to  time  in  his  bands,  at  5  per  cent ;  and  he  found  two 

X  3  sums 
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sums  of  250/.  and  60L  due  from  Thomas  to  Ham 
on  which  he  had  calculated  interest,  and  which  t 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  378/. ;  from  which  sum 
ducted  the  amount  of  the  bills  of  costs  as  taxc 
having  calculated  subsequent  interest  on  the  bi 
he  found  that  Thomas  had  been  overpaid  his  saic 
fees  and  disbursements  by  the  sum  of  166/. 


Thomas  objected  to  this  finding  on  two  gi 
first,  that  the  Master  had  no  authority  under  th 
of  reference  to  take  an  account  of  the  money  tram 
between  him  and  Harries;  and  secondly,  that 
not  authorized  to  allow  interest  on  the  balances  of 
belonging  to  Harries  in  the  hands  of  Thomas. 

Thomas  presented  this  petition,  praying  a  re 
back  to  the  Master  to  review  his  report,  with  a 
ation,  that  he  should  not  give  credit  to  Harries 
sums  of  250/.  and  50/.,  or  for  any  sums,  excep 
received  by  the  petitioner  expressly  on  account 
bills  of  costs,  or  appropriated  with  the  assent  of  ^ 
towards  the  payment  thereof;  and  that  the 
should  not  allow  interest  on  the  balances. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  James,  in  support  of  tl 
tion,  contended,  that  the  meaning  both  of  the  oi 
taxation  and  of  the  statute  on  which  it  was  foun 
was  this,  that  on  the  taxation  of  the  bill,  credit 
be  given  for  the  money  paid  to  the  solicitor  on 
of  his  bill  of  costs,  and  not  that  the  Master  shoi 
an  account  of  the  pecuniary  dealings  between  1 
ties ;  for  otherwise,  the  fact  of  6s.  Sd*  being  due 
client  to  his  solicitor  might  have  the  effect  of  autl 
the  Master  to  take  a  complicated  pecuniary  ace 


(a)  2  G,  9.  c.  25.  «.  33, 
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extent  of  10,000/.  and  involving  the  most  intricate 
q«a^s«tion8  of  laW|  upon  a  reference  to  him  to  tax  this  item 
bill  of  coats ;  that  accounts  between  a  solicitor  and 
It  could  not  be  taken  on  an  order  for  the  taxation  of 
WL  bill;  and  such  was  the  opinion  of  Lord  Hardmcke  (a). 

'JLTiey  relied  on  the  evidence  and  the  conduct  of 
wiries^  to  shew  that  no  such  agreement  existed  as  that 
by  him ;  and  they  contended,  that  even  if  true,  it 
itmounted  to  a  right  of  set-off  only,  and  not  to  payment, 
and  was  not  sufficient  to  found  the  jurisdiction  exercised 
by  the  Master.  They  observed  that  the  order  at  common 
was  more  extensive,  as  it  orders  that  the  attorney 
ball  give  credit  for  all  sums  of  money,  if  any,  by  him 
from  or  on  account  of  the  client,  and  refund  what, 
if  auiy  things  be  hath  been  overpaid."  (b)  Yet  this  was  in 
tbe  nature  of  a  special  order,  obtained  upon  a  rule  to 
cause. 


to  the  question  of  interest,  they  contended  that 
^^   Master  was  in  no  case  authorized  to  calculate  in- 


even  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage  or  legacy,  except 
•P^^ially  directed  2  they  cited  Berrington  v.  Phillips  (c), 
^*  ftbewing  that  interest  could  not,  under  similar  circum- 
^^^nces,  be  allowed  to  a  solicitdl  on  taxation. 

^r.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  Coleridge^  cantrij  contended 

™tt  althou^  every  account  between  a  solicitor  and  his 

^^ont  could  not  be  taken  upon  a  reference  for  tlie  tax- 

*^>oii  of  costs,  as  in  a  case  where  there  were  items  which 

1^  no  connection  with  the  relation  of  solicitor  and 

<^t,  yet  that  in  this  case  the  nature  of  the  transact 

dm  and  the  understanding  and  agreement  between  the 

parties 


(«)  Amm»  9  Ve$*  ieiu458. 


(c)  iMee.iF  W.A%. 
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1889.  parties  rendered  it  proper,  nay  indispensable,  that  the 
Master  should  enter  into  the  consideration  of  the  re- 
ceipts of  the  solicitor  on  account  of  his  client :  that  there 
was  an  order  to  refund,  and  that  it  was  necessary  to 
consider  the  amount  received,  in  order  to  ascertiun  the 
amount  to  be  refunded;  that  if  it  were  decided,  that 
these  sums  of  250/.  and  50/.  were  not  to  be  set  off 
against  the  bills  of  costs,  the  effect  would  be  this :  Thoimat 
would  recover  from  Harries  the  whole  amount  of  his  bills 
of  costs ;  and  when  Harries  brought  his  action  against 
Thomas,  to  recover  these  two  sums,  the  latter  would  de- 
feat this  demand  by  pleading  the  Statute  of  Limitations* 

On  the  question  of  interest,  they  contended  that  the 
Master  had  proceeded  properly  in  calculating  and 
allowing  it,  as  it  had  been  clearly  made  out  that  sach 
was  the  agreement  between  the  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  With  respect  to  the  general 
merits  of  the  case  or  the  former  conduct  of  the  parties  I 
have  nothing  to  do  with  them  on  this  occasion,  and  I  can- 
not takethem  into  my  consideration,  forthe  single  question 
which  I  have  now  to  decide,  is  whether  the  Master  has 
proceeded  in  conformity  with  the  order  of  reference,  and 
has  made  a  proper  repolt  on  it. 

By  the  order,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  tax 
the  bills  of  costs,  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  parties 
should  produce  all  books,  &c.,  and  that  they  should  be 
examined  on  interrogatories,  and  that  upon  Harries 
paying  to  Thomas  what  should  appear  to  be  due  to  him 
on  such  taxation  or  in  case  the  said  bills  should  appear 
to  be  already  paid,  then  Thomas  was  to  deliver  to  Har^ 
ries  all  deeds ;  and  if  he,  Thomas,  was  overpaid,  that  he 
should  refund  and  repay  to  Harries  what  the  said  Master 
should  certify  to  be  overpaid ;  and  that  all  proceedings 

at 
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at  lair^     on  accouut  of  the  said  bills,  should  be  stayed 
until  fcbe  Master  mi^e  his  report. 
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Upon  this  order,  it  is  clear,  that  the  Master  had  some- 
thing  '^j€>  do  beyond  taxing  the  bills  of  costs :  he  had  to 
taxtl^^  several  items  of  the  bills  of  costs ;  arid  if  he  found 
thst  tliey  had  been  paid,  certain  things  were  to  be 
done  ^    and  if  he  found  that  Thomas  had  been  overpaid, 
then  something  else  was  to  be  done ;  for  Thomas  was  in 
radi  case  to  refund  what  had  been  overpaid.     It  was, 
therefore,  necessary  for  the  Master  to  do  something  in 
addition  to  the  taxation  of  the  costs.    I  quite  agree,  that 
npoa  such  an  order,  the  Master  has  no  authority  to 
^e  an  account  of  pecuniary  matters  between  the  par- 
^^  which  are  quite  foreign  to  the  bills  of  costs ;  but 
uie  question  here  is,  whether  the  transaction  amounted 
^  payment  or  appropriation. 

^^omas  was  employed  as  the  solicitor  of  Harries^  and  in 

^^  Course  of  that  employment,  he  had  in  his  hands  monies 

^'ongiog  to  Harries^  which  he  was  instructed  to  lay  out 

^^  security.    It  appears  that  the  greater  portion  of  these 

^Is  of  costs  arose  in  respect  of  these  very  transactions ; 

^^'^^   it  also  appears  that  there  was  a  considerable  sum 

'^oney  due,  on  a  balance  of  account,  to  Harries  from 

^^99uzs;  and  the  question  really  is,  whether  these  trans- 

Ons  were  so  connected,  by  the  mode  of  dealing  between 

parties,  as  to  make  the  monies  which  were  in  the 

of  Thomas  on  account  of  Harries^  applicable  to  the 

^^y  v^ent  of  the  bills  of  costs  incurred  in  the  transac- 

on  account  of  which  the  balance  arose.    It  is  sworn 

Carries  in  his  examination,  that  it  was  his  under- 

ing,  and  that  he  is  confident  it  was  the  understand- 

of  ThomaSf  that  what  was  due  from  Thomas  to 

should  be  applied,  in  the  first  instance,  in  pay- 

^t  of  bis  bills  of  costs.    I  cannot  find  anything  in 

the 


h 


U 
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the  a£5davit  of  JTiomas^  or  any  other  evidence,  which 
contradicts  this  statement.  He  does  not  deny^that  this 
was  the  understanding, —  that  he  was  not  to  pay  over  the 
balance  to  Harries^  until  Harries  had  satisfied  his  bills 
of  costs ;  so  fiur  is  this  from  being  denied,  that  in  one 
case,  in  February  1832,  when  he  made  out  an  account 
of  what  was  the  state  of  the  balance  between  him  and 
Harriesy  he  brought  into  his  account  the  amount  of  his 
bills  of  costs,  so  that  the  conduct  of  Thomas  is  in  con- 
formity with  what  is  stated  by  Harries  to  have  been  the 
understanding  between  them. 


In  the  Master's  ofiice  the  bills  of  costs  were  taxed, 
and  the  Master  found  that  242/.  was  due ;  and  the  next 
question  was,  whether  there  had  been  any  payment. 
It  was  proper  for  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  Thomas 
had  in  his  hands  money  applicable  to  the  pajrment  of 
the  bills  of  costs  and  which  he  had  a  right  to  retain 
for  that  purpose.  When  the  Master  did  inquire  he 
found  the  sums  of  250/.  and  50/.  admitted  to  be  in  the 
hands  of  Thomas^  which  it  is  not  denied,  TTiomas 
considered  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  bills  of  costs. 
It  appears  to  me  to  be  established,  that  Thomas  had  in 
his  hands  money,  which,  according  to  the  understanding 
of  both  parties,  was  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the 
bills  of  costs ;  and  is  he  to  be  allowed  to  say,  that  he 
will  not  so  apply  it,  in  order  that  he  may  defeat  the 
demands  which  Harries  has  on  those  sums  ?  I  think 
that  the  Master  was  right  on  this  point ;  but,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  he  was  right 
in  computing  interest  on  the  balance  in  Thomases  hands. 
I  must  declare  that  this  interest  is  not  to  be  allowed; 
and  if  the  parties  disagree^  I  must  refer  it  back  to  the 
Master  to  review  his  report  on  this  point  I  give  no 
costs  on  either  side. 
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VIVIAN  t,.  MILLS.  j^^,  ,,, 

^T^HE  testator,  James  Hare^  by  his  will,  dated  in  1819,  Bequest  of 
after  providing  certain  annuities  for  bis  wife,  his  estate  to  be 
cr  and  also  for  his  illegitimate  son,  expressed  his  equally  di- 
^^^11  ^nd  mind  regarding  the  maintenance  of  his  children,  hjg  chUdren 
also  as  to  the  disposal  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  ^°  attaining 

■^  *^  twenty-one, 

in  manner  following :  *^  I  wish  a  proper  allow-  with  a  power 
9  at  the  discretion  of  my  executors,  may  be  made  to  ^J^^^™ 
*  Hare^  for  the  care  of  my  son,  James  Hare,  or  any  their  respec- 
^^iier  chUdren  I  may  have  by  her,  after  they  are  five  Jf  th^Ji^"*" 
y^^«irs  old ;  and  that  an  education  at  one  of  the  public  tator^i  estate, 
ools  may  be  given  to  the  boys.    My  estate,  subject  vived,  but 

the  above  annuities,  to  be  equally  divided  amonest  my  ^^^  under 

,  ^        ''    twenty-one: 

S^timate  children  on  their  attainitig  the  age  of  twenty^  Held,  that  he 
j^ears  respectively :  my  executors  will  use  their  dis-  J^erwJ^ 
ion,  m  causing  any  moderate  advances  to  be  made 
the  purpose  of  placing  my  children  in  a  profession, 
their  respective  portions  of  my  estate." 


iT'he  testator  died  in  1820,  leaving  two  legitimate 
^*^i\dren,  namely,  James  Hare^  then  of  the  age  of  four 
rs,  and  Maria  Henrietta  Hare. 


^ames  Hare^  the  son,  died  in  1834,  in  the  eighteenth 
>T  of  his  age,  and  the  question  was,  whether  he  took 
^  '^^csted  interest  in  the  personal  estate. 

Hlf r.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Blenman^  for  the  Plaintiff, 
^\io  was  a  son  of  Mrs.  Hare  by  a  second  marriage, 

cited 
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cited    Hatison  v.    Graham  (a),    Branstrom   v.    WiUcinr 
son  {b\  Murray  y.  Addenbrook  (c),  Mills  v.  Robaris.  {d) 

Mr.  Barge  and  Mr.  Glasses  for  the  administratrix  of 
James  Hare,  the  younger,  deceased. 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  ^r^^,  for  Maria  Henrietta 
Hare^  the  surviving  child  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  Piggotif  for  Sir  Hussey  Vivian. 

Mr.  Girdlestonej  for  the  second  husband  of   Mrs. 
Hare, 

Mr.  Pembertony  in  reply. 


7]%e  Master  o/*  the  Rolls  held  that  Jam^^  Hare^  the 
younger,  took  a  vested  interest  in  the  personal  estate, 
which  therefore  belonged  to  his  next  of  kin. 


(a)  6  Vet,  238. 
\b)  7  Vet.  420. 


(c)  4  /{km.  407. 
\d)l  R.Sf  MyL  555. 


1838. 
Nov.  15. 


PEMBERTON  t;.  TOPHAM. 


In  a  creditor's  rpHIS  was  a  creditor's   suit,  instituted  by  Thomas 

luit  instituted       ■  %    m      n 

bythePlaintiff  Pcmberton^   "on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  the 

hknself^and       ^^^^  creditors  of  Jonathan  Stanway,  who  should  come 

all  other  ere-  in  and  contribute  towards  the  expences  of  this  suit,'* 
dttore,  the 

Defendant  is  against 

entitled  on  motion,  at  nny  time  before  decree,  to  have  the  bill  dismissed,  on  pay- 
ment of  the  demand  of  tne  Plaintiff  and  his  costs  as  between  party  and  party;  but 
if  there  be  other  Defendants,  their  costs  must  also  be  paid. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

agunst  the  trustees  and  executors  under  his  will  and 
the  parties  beneficially  interested  in  the  real  estate  of  the 
testator.  The  object  of  the  suit  was  to  obtain  payment 
of  the  testator's  debts  out  of  his  personal  and  real 
estate. 


81 


1888. 


Pembbrton 
v. 

TOPHAK. 


The  testator  was  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  in  80/.  on 
a  promissory  note.  The  Defendants  had  appeared,  but 
had  not  put  in  their  answer. 


Mr.  /?.  W.  CoUj  on  behalf  of  the  executors,  now 
moved,  that  on  payment  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  amount 
due  on  the  promissory  note  for  principal  and  interest, 
together  with  costs  of  suit  to  be  ascertained  by  the 
Master,  this  bill  might  stand  dismissed,  or  that  ail 
future  proceedings  might  be  stayed. 

Mr.  Pewbertortj  conird,  contended,  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  dismiss  a  bill,  filed  not  only  for  his 
own  benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  other  creditors 
of  the  testator;  and  secondly,  that  if  this  suit  were 
stayed,  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  be  allowed  his  costs  as 
between  solicitor  and  client,  which  he  might  probably 
obtain  if  this  suit  proceeded. 

He  contended  also,  that  the  executors  ought  also  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  other  Defendants  to  this  suit  and 
of  this  motion. 


7Xe  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  Plaintiff 
could  only  be  entitled  to  costs  between  party  and  party 
where  there  was  a  deficiency  of  assets,  or,  in  other  words, 
out  of  the  creditor's  own  fund:  and  his  Lordship 
held,  that  on  the  Defendant's  discharging  the  demands 
of  the  Plaintiff  in  this  suit,  and  on  payment  of  the 

costs 
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0O8tS5  taxed  as  between  party  and  party,  of  the  Plwi« 
tiff  and  the  other  Defendants,  the  executors  were  entitled, 
at  any  time  before  decree,  to  have  this  suit  dismissed ; 
and  that  until  decree  the  other  creditors  bad  no  interest 
in  the  suit. 


It  was  therefore  ordered,  that  the  Defendants  the  ex- 
ecutors, should  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  30/.,  with  interest  to 
be  ascertained  by  the  Master ;  and  it  was  referred  to 
the  Master  to  tax  the  costs  of  the  Plaintiff  and  of  the 
Defendants,  other  than  the  executors,  including  the 
Plaintiff's  costs  of  this  application  ;  and  it  was  ordered, 
that  the  same  should  be  paid  by  the  Defendants  the 
executors,  and  thereupon,  and  on  payment  of  the  StiL 
and  interest,  it  was  ordered  that  the  bill  stand  dismissed 
out  of  Court 


BUNBURY  V.  BUNBURY. 


1859. 

April  25,  26. 
May  84.  29. 

An  injunction  fXlHIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
^ms^,  to  re-  Defendants,  Ht^h  Milk  Bunbmy^  and  Alfred  Victor 

Count  de  Vigny  and  Lydia  Jane  his  wife,  from  pro- 
secuting legal  proceedings  in  the  colony  of  Demerara, 
to  recover  possession  of  certain  estates  or  plantations 
there,  and  for  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  appoint  a 
manager  of  the  estate,  and  a  consignee  of  the  produce. 


strain  pro- 
ceedinfln  in- 
stituted in 
Demerara  to 
recover  real 
estate  there, 
and  an  order 
made  for  a 
consignee  and 
manager  of 
the  estate  and 
produce;  it 
appearing  to 
the  Court  that 


The  case  was,  that  Hugh  Mills  Bunbury,  the  testator 
in  the  cause,  being  an  English  subject,  about  the  year 

1788 


there  were 

many  other  questions  between  the  parties  connected  with  the  estate,  which  could 

be  more  conveniently  determined  together  in  this  country. 


BuNBumy, 
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J  7^  ^  went  to  the  island  of  Si.  Vincent^  an  English  colony      1 889. 
avkbij  cct  to  the  laws  of  England  ;  and  thaty  on  the  6th  of  ^"^^^^^^"^ 
1791y  he  there  married  I^dia  Prisca  Cox^  also     _    v. 
JSnglish  subject,  and  who  became  the  mother  of  the 
X>^fVndants    Hugh   Mills   Bunbury    and   IJfdia  Jane 
Ooui^Kitess  de  Vigny.    At  the  time  of  this  marriage  Z>^- 
fir«9*4csra  was  a  Dutch  colony  subject  to  the  laws  of 
Ir^<^U4mdi  in  the  year  1796  it  was  captured  from  the 
J^m^Mck^  and  soon  afterwards  Mr.  Bunbwry^  who  obtained 
tt&^    office  of  ordnance  storekeeper,  went  tliither  with 
bis    'wJk  and  family,  and  he  resided  there  under  cir- 
ca Kxistances,  which,  as  it  was  alleged,  did  not  vary  his 
domicile,  but  left  his  character  of  a  [domiciled  English 
8ial>ject  unaltered.     Under  these  circumstances,  and  be« 
fore  tlie  year  1 799,  he  purchased  a  quantity  of  bush  land, 
wbich  he  brought  into  cultivation,  and  which  now  con- 
stituted the  estates  or  plantations  in  question  in  this 
cause^  and  were  called  the  Devonshire  and  the  Devon^ 
shire  Castle  plantations.     It  was  admitted,  that  in  the 
absence  of  special  contract  or  special  circumstances,  the 
Ia^v*  of  Holland  conferred  upon  the  wife  a  community  in 
the  property  of  her  husband ;  and  that  upon  the  death 
of  the  wife^  her  share  devolved  upon  her  children. 

^hk  Bunburtf  died  in  Demerara  in  the  year  1800, 

asid  the  Defiendants,  Mr.  Bunbury  and  the  Countess  de 

V^&y  as  her  children,  now  claimed  to  be  entitled,  to 

ik^tt  which  they  alleged  to  have  been  her  share  of  this 

V^ffserara  pn^rty,  acquired  by  Mr.  Bunbury  during  his 

fP^nriage  with  her. 


At  the  time  of  her  death  the  children  were  infants, 
Itfd  notwithstanding  their  alleged  rights,  Mr.  Bunbury 
tk  fiither,  as  well  whilst  they  were  infants  as  after  they 
attained  their  respective  majorities,  managed  and  he 
ontinued  to  manage  and  deal  with  the  property  as  his 
cmHf  till  the  time  of  his  own  death,  which  took  place  on 

the 
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1839.       the  2d  Naoember  18S8.    He  resided  in  Demerara  till  the 

^T^^"^^^"^    year  1812,  when  he  returned  to  England;  but  he  went 

«.  to  the  colony  on  subsequent  occasions,  and  resided  there 

BuNBUBY.     f^j.  diflperent  periods  of  time.    He  died  in  Englandj  and 

his  domicile  appeared  to  have  been  always  in  England. 

On  the  occasion  of  his  marriage  with  Lydia  Prisca 
CoXf  a  settlement  was  made,  whereby  certain  slaves 
were  conveyed  to  trustees  on  trust  for  himself  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  wife  for  life ;  with  remainder  to 
the  children  of  the  marriage,  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween them  at  twenty-one  or  marriage.  At  the  date  of 
this  settlement,  he  held  no  land  which  was  subject  to 
the  law  of  Holland^  and  no  provision  was  made  for  the 
event  of  his  acquiring  any. 

In  the  month  of  March  1822,  Mr.  Bunbury  married 
Alicia  LiUicy  now  his  widow  the  Defendant  Alicia 
Bunbury^  and  pursuant  to  articles  made  before  the 
marriage,  he  executed  a  settlement,  dated  the  29th  day 
of  March  1822,  whereby  he  covenanted  to  vest  the  two 
Demerara  plantations  in  trustees,  subject  to  certain 
mortgages,  on  trust  to  pay  his  wife  500/.  for  pin-money, 
and  subject  thereto,  on  trust  for  himself  for  life ;  and 
then  to  raise  the  sum  of  80,000/.,  and  secure  a  jointure 
of  2000/.  a  year  for  his  widow,  and  subject  thereto,  to 
the  issue  of  the  marriage  as  therein  mentioned.  The 
80,000/.  was  made  subject  to  the  appointment  of  Mr. 
Bunbury^  and  in  default  of  appointment,  was  limited  to 
the  children  of  the  first  and  second  marriage  equally ; 
but  Mr.  Bunbury  had  a  power  to  release  or  extinguish 
the  charge  as  he  thought  fit,  and  some  time  afterwards 
he  exercised  that  power.  This  instrument  purported  to 
deal  with  the  property,  as  if  Mr.  Bunbury  had  the  entire 
dominion  over  it ;  and  no  notice  whatever  was  taken  of 
any  claims  which  might  be  made  by  the  children  of  the 
first  marriage  under  the  law  of  Holland. 

In 
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In  January  1832  he  had  five  children  of  the  second        1839. 
marriage,  and  appeared  to  have  been  then  advised  or  to     ^J^'^^'^*^^ 
have  considered,  that  the  Dutch  law  might  interfere  with  v. 

his  power  of  disposing  of  his  property  in  Demerara^  — 
that  he  might  have  a  power  of  disposing  of  a  moiety  only, 
and  that  the  other  moiety  might  belong  in  equal  shares 
to  bis  children  of  both  marriages ;  and  under  these  cir- 
cumstances he  made  a  will  dated  the  23d  day  of  «7antr- 
ary  1882,  and  thereby  devised  to  his  children  of  the 
second  marriage,  one  moiety  of  his  Denierara  estates,  in 
augmentation  or   addition  to  the  shares  of  the  other 
moiety,  to  which  they  might  be  entitled  by  the  Didck 
law,  and  subject  to  the  jointure  provided  for  his  wife 
by  the  settlement  of  March  1822,  which  he  confirmed 
as  far  as  he  could;  but  supposing  that  each  of  his  two 
children  by  the  first  marriage  might  become  entitled  to 
a  seventh  part  of  a  moiety  of  the  plantations,  being  a 
feorteenth  part  of  the  whole,  he  did,  as  far  as  in  him  was, 
-  confirm  such  fourteenth  part  to  each  of  such  two  chil- 
dren, in  case  they  were  entitled  thereto,  and  directed 
that  the  negroes  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  August 
1791,  should  be  equally  divided  between  them. 

He  made  a  first  codicil,  dated  the  27th  of  January  1 832, 
^  a  second  dated  the  10th  of  October  1833,  and  by  the 
"^r,  after  providing  for  another  child  born  since  the 
™^  of  his  will,  he  recited,  that  as  owner  of  the  Demc" 
^^^'^^  estates,  he  had  become  entitled  to  a  very  consider- 
**^e  sam  of  money  as  a  compensation  for  emancipated 
wves  thereon,  and  thereupon  he  gave  all  such  compensa- 
tion money  to  his  wife,  on  trust,  as  to  two  sums  of  1000/., 
for  the  benefit  of  his  two  children  of  the  first  marriage, 
with  remainder  to  their  children,  respectively,  with  re- 
auunder  to  the  children  of  the  second  marriage ;  and 
be  directed,  if  the  children  of  the  first  marriage  or 
eilfaer  of  them  should  give  any  trouble  or  annoyance,  or 

Vol.  I.  Y  interfere 
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interfere  with  the  direction  or  control  of  his  estates  b; 
litigation  or  any  affected  claim,  the  bequests  made  t 
them  to  be  void ;  and  he  directed  his  executrix  to  dc 
duct  all  sums  of  money  and  advancements  which  fa 
had  made,  paid  or  advanced  or  might  be  chargeabl 
with  on  his  or  her  account,  from  and  against  any  clain 
they  might  set  up,  by  virtue  of  the  DiUck  law  or  othei 
wise. 


The  testator  made  two  other  codicils  to  his  will,  ar 
died,  leaving  the  two  children  of  the  first  marriage,  ar 
eight  children  (one  of  them  posthumous)  of  the  secofi< 
marriage  surviving  him. 

Since  his  death  the  children  of  the  first  marriagi 
had  claimed  and  they  now  claimed,  to  be  entitled  tc 
Jtrst,  a  moiety  of  the  whole  of  the  Demerara  plantations 
secondly  f  a  moiety  of  all  the  profits  which  had  been  mad 
by  the  cultivation  of  the  plantations  since  the  death  < 
their  mother  in  1800 ;  thirdly^  a  moiety  of  the  slaire  eon 
pensation  money ;  Jbtirthly^  children's  parts  of  the  otbi 
moieties  of  the  estates  in  participation  with  the  cbildn 
of  the  second  marriage ;  and  ffMy^  such  shares  of  tl 
testator's  personal  estate  as  the  laws  and  usages  of  Dem 
rata  might  entitle  them  to:  and  they  had  commend 
legal  proceedings  in  Demerara  for  the  recovery  of 
moiety  of  the  plantations. 

The  Plaintiffs  in  this  cause,  were  the  seven  childre 
of  the  second  marriage  who  were  born  in  the  testator 
lifetime,  and  they  filed  their  bill,  for  the  purpose  c 
having  their  rights  and  interests  under  the  settlement  c 
March  1822,  and  under  the  will  and  codicils  declare 
and  secured,  and  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  carrie 
into  execution ;  and  they  prayed,  that  the  will  aa 
codicils  might  be   established,  and  the   trusts  ther^ 

carrfi 


f 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

carried  inlo  execution,  so  fiir  as  they  confirmed  the  set- 
tlement or  were  consistent  therewith ;  or  that  the  trusts 
of"  the  will  and  codicils  might  be  carried  into  execution 
^«^ithout  reference  to  the  settlement:  and  the  bill  further 
p^rwtyed  for  the  usual  and  necessary  accounts  in  the  ad- 
nrministration  of  the  estate:  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
X^^fendants  from  prosecuting  their  claims  in  Demerara : 
And  for  a  manager  and  consignee. 

37fae  Plaintiffs,  the  Defendant  Alicia  Btmbwy,  who 
the  testator^s  widow  and  legal  personal  represent- 
Jakn  Piriej  a  trustee  of  the  settlement  of  March 
322,  and  the  Defendant  Hugh  MiUs  Bunbury  were  all 
them  resident  in  this  country ;  the  Countess  de  Vigry 
domiciled  with  her  husband  in  France^  but  they 
appeared  in  this  caus6  and  answered  the  bill :  no 
having  any  right  to  or  interest  in  the  property^  was 
•''^rfdcnt  in  Demerara* 
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A  motion  was  now  made,  on  the  part  of  the  Plainti£&, 
^^  an  injunction  to  restrain  Hugh  Mills  Bunhny^  Al/red 
^^^IctcTf  Count  de  Vignt^  and  Lydia  Jane  his  wife  from 
Pi^Qsecuting  the  said  proceeding  or  any  other  proceed- 
''^gs  in  any  court  of  the  colony  of  Demerara^  to  recover 
P^'Bseasion  of  the  plantations,  estates,  stock  or  effects  of 
^^  testator  in  Demerara^  and  for  a  manager  of  the 
^Btiates,  and  a  consignee  of  the  produce. 

iVbr.  Pembertarij  Mr.  G.  Bichards  and  Mr.  L.  tVi^ 

tr^^Mf  in  support  of  the  motion,  contended,  that  there 

^^Hild  be  no  question  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court 

^  interfere  and  prevent  a  party  from  prosecuting  legal 

I»t)ceedbgs  in  another  country,  where  equity  required 

*Qch  an  interference :  Beckford  v.  Kemblc{a)i  Kennedy 

v.  TTie 

(a)  1  Sim.  4-  S.  7. 
Y  2 
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V, 
BUNBURT. 


V.  The  Earl  of  Cassillis  (a),  Btishby  v.  Munday  (6),  Hi 
rison  v.  Gurnet/  (c)y  Lord  Portarlington  v.  Soulby  (d),  T^ 
Marquess  of  Breadalbane  v.  The  Marquess  of  Chandos.  ( 

That  the  numerous  questions  arising  between  t 
parties  in  this  cause  would  be  much  more  convenient 
determined  in  this  Court  alone.  That  the  princi 
pointy  was  not  as  to  what  was  the  Dutch  law,  bat 
a  question  of  international  law,  on  which  there  e~ 
isted  the  greatest  doubt  {g\  and  might  be  equally  well 


cided  in  this  country  as  in  Demerara ;   besides  th 
there  were  many  other  questions  arising  out  of  the 
matters  which  could  only  be  determined  in  this  coun 
First,  there  was  a  question  as  to  the  effect  of  the  an 
nuptial  contract  previous  to  the  first  marriage;  n 
there  was  a  question  of  election ;  thirdly,  the  eflect 
the  laches  of  the  parties  for  thirty-nine  years,  duri 
which  other  persons  had  acquired  rights  in  the  prope 
for  valuable  consideratiou,  was  also  to  be  determine- 
fourthly,  there  were  questions  on  the  slave  com 
money ;  as  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator ; 
as  to  the  effect  of  the  settlement  on  the  second 
riage :  in  addition  to  all  these  questions,  accounts,  simil 
to  partnership  accounts,  of  the  monies  expended  on 
estate  by  the  testator,  and  accounts  of  monies  paid 
the  testator  for  the  maintenance  and  advancement  of 
children  of  the  fir^t  marriage  must  be  taken ;  that  all  th 
points  could  be  settled  in  England  alone,  where  all 
necessary  parties  had  appeared,  whereas  the  proceedin 
in  Demerara^  where  none  of  the  parties  resided,  coiil> 
determine  the  bare  right  to  the  land  alone,  vrbich 
of  little  value  without  the  personalty  attached  to  it. 

Tha 


(a)  S  Swan.ZXZ. 
{b)  5  Mad,  297. 
(c)  2  Jac.  «S-  W,  565. 
(rf)  3  Mylne^  K.  104. 


{e)  2Myl  4  0.711. 
Ig)  I  Burgees  Colomal  mtd  Fo 
reign  Law,  599.     Storey,  132. 
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That  the  conflict  of  decision  which  might  take  place         1839. 
Lween  the  Privy  Council  on  appeal  from  the  colony,       r"^^'^*^^ 

the  House  of  Lords  on  appeal  from  this  Court,      _    o. 
uld  be  avoided,  by  this  Court  determining  the  various  " 

tions  between  the  parties. 

BurgCf  for  the  widow,  supported  the  application. 
'R4r.  Spence   and    Mr.    fVoady    for    Mr.  PzViV,   the 


ti 


Adr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  G.  Turner^  contrdy  contended 
At  the  right  to  land  was  to  be  determined  by  the  law 
^lie  country  where  the  land  was  situate,  The  Attoi^iey* 
V.  Stewart  (a),  Elliott  v.  Lord  Minio  (6),  Martin 
V.   JUartin  (c) ;  and  that  real  actions  ought  to  be  left  to 
determination  of  the  courts  of  the  countrv  in  which 
land   was;   that  this  Court  never  interfered  with 
the   jurisdiction  of  foreign  or   colonial  courts,  except 
in  those  cases  where  some  personal  equity  was  made  out 
t^gainst  the  party  proceeding  there ;  even  an  action  of 
ejectment  in  this  country  would  not  be  stopped  by  this 
Court,  unless  a  personal  equity  were  made  out  against  the 
PlaintiflPatlaw;  here,  although  such  personal  equity  had 
heen  charged  by  the  bill,  it  had  been  denied  by  the  answer. 

That  a  question  of  Dutch  law  must  be  determined  in 

this  case;  and  it  would  be  a  much  more  satisfactory 

viode  of  proceeding  to  obtain  the  solemn  decision  of  a 

Court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  Demerara  on  the 

poin^  than  to  have  it  decided  upon  an  inquiry  before 

»^  Blaster  upon  the  opinions  of  Dutch  advocates. 

That  the  possibility  of  a  conflict  of  decision  between 
the  House  of  Lords  and  the  Privy  Council,  was  not, 

of 

(«)  « Mir.  156.  (c)  2  Rati,  ^  M.  507. 

\»  6  Mad.  16. 
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of  itself,  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  Court  taking  to  i 
jurisdiction  over  matters,  which  ought  properly  to  be 
termined  by  another  Court ;  for  if  such  were  tbe  4 
this  Court  would  take  an  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  e 
case  of  a  disputed  will  which  related  to  realty  and 
sonalty,  in  which  the  courts  of  common  law  and 
House  of^  Lords  might  decide  in  one  way  as  to 
validity  of  the  will  as  regarded  the  real  estate,  anc 
Ecclesiastical  Courts  and  the  Privy  Council  am 
way  as  regarded  the  personalty.  They  cited  Farqt 
son  V.  Seton.  {a) 


Mr.  Pemberion  in  reply. 

May  2^.  T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Defendants  insist,  that  the  right  to  the  laud 
pends  on  the  law  of  Holland^  and  ought  to  be  d< 
mined  by  the  Courts  of  Demerara^  which  are  comp< 
to  decide  upon  the  title,  and  give  ])ossession  ace 
ingly ;  and  I  should  concur  with  the  argument  agi 
this  motion,  which  has  been  addressed  to  me  on  \ 
behalf,  if  nothing  more  than  an  insulated  questic 
title  to  land  in  Demerara  were  in  litigation  beti 
these  parties,  or  if  that  question  were  only  affected 
case  of  election  arising  on  the  will  and  codicils  ol 
testator,  or  by  the  alleged  acquiescence  in  the  testa 
tide,  which  is  denied  by  the  answer. 

But  it  does  not  appear  to  me,  that  the  matti 
controversy  between  the  parties,  can  be  decided  b] 
determination  of  an  insulated  question  of  title  to 
in  Demerara. 


The  testator's  property  in  Demerara  consisted  p 
of  land  or  immovable  property,  and  partly  of  o 

implem 

(a)  5  Russ.iS. 
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impleiiieDts  and  other  movable  property  or  personal 
With  respect  to  the  Dtdch  law,  as  applicable  to 
property  of  persons  married  in  HoUand  and  domi- 
there,  no  question  has  been  raised  in  argument, 
law  of  community  prevails,  if  not  excluded  by  ante- 
ptial  contract;   and  the  communio  bonorum  omnium, 
^   the  communio  qmesluum  extend  to  both  real  and 
estate  —  to  movable  as  well  as  to  immovable 
The  law  is  so  stated  in  the  answers  of  the 
and  they  claim  distinctly,  a  moiety  of  the 
8,  and  of  all  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  which 
received  by  the  testator  subsequently  to  the  death 
his  first  wife;  and  they  further  insist  upon  their  right 
all  such  share  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  as  they 
be  entitled  to,  according  to  the  laws  and  usages  of 
mira.     The  claim  to  a  share  of  the  personal  estate 
advanced  somewhat  obscurely  and  cautiously,  but  in 
^^ch  a  manner  as  to  save  any  right  which  the  Defend- 
ants may,  on  any  occasion,  be  enabled  to  substantiate, 
^^d  I  must  understand  the  Defendants  to  claim  such 
'^'ght,  as  the  law  of  community  would  give  them. 


]8S9. 


BuMBuaT 

V, 

BuNBuay, 


With  respect  both  to  the  land  and  the  personalty, 

the   question  will  be,  how  far  the  law  of  community  is 

by  the  circumstances  that  the  husband  and  wife 

at  the  time  of  their  marriage,  English  subjects 

^^^Odiciled  or  deemed  to  be  domiciled  in  England;  that 

^^'^     ante-nuptial  settlement,  making  provision   for  the 

^if«,  was  made;    that  the  marriage  was,  or  must  be 

d^^smed  to  have  been,  solemnized  in  England;  and  that 

^^  parties  continued  to  be  domiciled,  or  must  be  deemed 

^     have  been  domiciled  in  England,  up  to  the  time  of 

^^ir  respective  deaths.    From  the  authorities  which  were 

^ted  at  the  bar,  and  from  others  to  which  I  have  been 

S^^ded  by  the  very  valuable  work  of  Mr.  Surge  —  a 

^ork  containing  extensive  and  accurate    information 

Y  4f  which 


S28  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1839.       which  greatly  facilitates  the  investigation  of  questions 
^^^^^^      of  this  nature,  and  tends  to  the  correct  decision  of  the 
V.  causes  in  which  they  arise,  it  appears,  that  the  most 

iTMBDaY.  ejninent  jurists  have  differed  greatly  in  opinion  upon 
the  effect  of  such  circumstances ;  and  as  to  the  extent 
to  which  the  lex  loci  contractus  and  the  law  of  the  domi- 
cile of  the  parties  ought  to  prevail. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  or  proper,  to  intimate  anjm 
opinion  upon  the  effect  which  these  circumstances  ma^ 
have  upon  the  title  to  the  land ;  but  whatever  it  ma^<^ 
be,  it  cannot  be  precisely  the  same,  as  that  which  tl^^ 
same  circumstances  may  have,  upon  the  right  to  th^ 
personalty. 


The  claim  of  the  Defendants,  as  regards  the  lai 
rests  upon  thijs :  that  according  to  the  general  law  of 
countries,  the  title  to  land  depends  upon  the  law  of  1 
country  in  which  the  land  is  situate.    But  according 
the  same  general  law,  the  title  to  personal  estate  depei 
upon  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  the  owner* 
domiciled :    and  if,  according  to  the  argument  of   '^ 
Defendants,  a  domiciled  Englishman^  who  is  a  marE*2 « 
man,  cannot  purchase  a  plantation  in  Demerara  with  ^^ 
making  his  wife  partner  or  tenant  in  common  with  ts  ^ 
in  the  land,  it  would  not  follow,  that  she  acquired  ^ 
interest  whatever  in  any  personal  estate,  stock,  imfi^ — 
ments  or  effects,  which  he  might  have  purchased  v^^* 
the  land  or  afterwards  placed  upon  it 

By  the  law  of  England^  all  the  personal  estate  whfe^ 
Mr.  Bunbwy  possessed  or  acquired  during  the  life 
his  first  wife  was  his  own,  and  was  not  subject  to 
claim  which  she  could  have  made  to  be  partner 
hold  in  community  with  him ;  and  if  the  general  la 
to  goveni  this  question,  she  had  no  claim  to,  or  inter 
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in  tbe  money,  with  which  he  bought  the  estate,  or  the 
monqr  by  means  of  which  he  stocked  and  caltiyated 
tii«  plantations,  or  the  cattle,  implements  and  effects, 
"vvlsich  were  upon  the  estate  at  tbe  time  of  her  death. 
'X'fce  Defendants,  however,  claim  a  share  of  the  testator's 
I>^T8c»ial  estate  (not  indeed  confining  their  claim  to  per- 
sonal estate  in  Demerara\  but  they  claim  a  share  of  the 
t^2;^tator*s  personal  estate  by  the  law  and  usages  of  Hcl^ 
t^M^id;  and  I  conceive  that  they  must  intend  to  raise  the 
9«aestion,  whether  the  law  of  Holland  is  or  is  not  to 
I^v-^evail  in  this  respect,  and  to  contend  for  the  affirm* 


Tlie  Defendants   therefore,   claim  the  benefit  of  a 

ies  of  partnership,  and  to  be  entitled  to  a  share  of 

e    partnership  property,  consisting  partly  of  real  and 

I^^itly  of  personal  estate.     By  the  general  law,  the  real 

^^^tate   situate  in  Demerara,  is   subject  to   the  law  of 

^^oUand^  and  the  personal  estate  anywhere  situate,  is 

^iibject  to  the  law  of  England.     But  the  Defendants 

^Osist,  that  in  this  case,  both  the  real  and  personal  estates 

subject  to  the  laws  of  Holland,  and  claim  to  be 

to  accounts  of  what  is  due  to  them  accord- 

^»^8ly. 

Out  of  this  claim  many  considerations  arise.     Is  the 
^im  of  the  Defendants  to  have  any  part  of  the  testa* 
*s  personal  estate  subjected  to  the  law  of  community, 
^     cdaim  which  is  to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  Hoi* 
^^^^9dj  or  would  this  Court  be  under  any  obligation  to 
^^bmit  to  the  decision  of  any  Dutch  court  upon  the 
^^Isject  ?    If  no  part  of  the  personal  estate  be  or  ever 
^>^aa  subject  to  the  law  of  community,  what  effect  would 
^hat  circumstance  have  upon  the  question,  whether  the 
^and  was  subject  to  the  law  of  community  ?    Is  it  con- 
sistent with  the  law  of  community,  independently  of 

special 
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special  contract,  that  only  part  of  the  property  of 

conjoints  should  be  subject  to  it?     And  suppoang 

to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  Holland^  that  the  h 

was  subject  to  the  law  of  community,  though,  under 

circumstances  of  the  marriage  and  domicile,  the  pen 

estate  was  not,  and  consequently,  that  (considering 

case  as  a  partnership  in  the  land)  the  whole  pui 

money  was  paid  by  one  partner,  and  the  whole 

of  cultivation  defrayed  by  him,  would  he  or  not, 

any  just  or  equitable  claim  to  be  reimbursed  his 

canoes,  by  the  pai'tners  so  unexpectedly  forced  upon 

by  the  laws  of  Holland^  and  who  are  now  demi 

their  share  of  the  land  ?     Arid  if  there  be  any  sui 

equitable  claim,  would  effect  be  given  to  it  as  a  lien 

the  land  under  the  Dutch  law,  or  would  it  be  an  equi 

orily  to  be  made  available  by  the  English  law,  and 

forced  not  in  rem  by  the  law  of  Holland^  but  m 

by  the  jurisdiction  which  this  Court  has  over  the 

ties  ?    These  are,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  by  no  means 

the  questions  which  may  have  to  be  discussed ;  and 

appears   to  me,  that  the  question  as  to  the  person 

estate  cannot  be  decided  by  the  law  of  Holland  atom 

and  that,  if  a  moiety  of  the  land  should,  according 

the  law  of  Holland,  be  decided  to  belong  to  the 

fendants,  there  may  still  be  questions,  to  be  decidi 

according  to  the  principles  of  equity  acted  upon  in  tfaS^ 

Court,  before  it  can  be  determined  that  the  Defendant^^^^^ 

ought,  in  equity,  to  take  for  themselves  the  moiety 

the  land  which  may  be  adjudicated  to  them. 


If  the  real  estate  in  Demerara  is  to  be  considered  b 
the  law  of  the  colony,  as  a  partnership  property,  it 
nevertheless  partnership  property  belonging  to 
subjects.     It  must  be  dealt  with  in  connection  with  tb 
other,  if  there  be  other,  partnership  effects,  and  must  be 
held  subject  to  all  the  just  claims  which  may  be  made 


/ 
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upon  it ;  and  then  comes  the  question,  whether  it  would 
just  to  permit  the  Defendants  to  withdraw  their 
share  of  the  land  from  the  mass  of  the  partner- 
ip  property  or  from  the  estate  of  the  testator,  by  a 
jparaie  proceeding,  which  does  not  and  cannot  take 
consideration  all  the  questions  which  must  be  def- 
ined here,  before  it  can  appear  whether  they  have 
cdear  equitable  as  well  as  legal  title  to  tlie  land  which 
claim. 


3S1 


Under  all  these  circumstances,  having  regard  to  the 

Sl^xcsstions  between  the  parties,  to  the  accounts  which 

'lAust  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the 

^^Iaiih  of  the  Defendants,  if  substantiated  to  any  extent, 

^nd  seeing  that  such  accounts  can  only  be  taken  here 

^■vliere  the  parties  are,  the  ends  of  justice  do  appear  to 

ine  to  require,  that  the  Defendants  should  not  be  per- 

initted  to  proceed  in  Demerara  to  take  possession  of 

their  alleged  share  of  the  land,   and  that  the  estate 

should,  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties,  be  protected  by  a 

manager  and  consignee  till  their  rights  are  determined. 

£ut  if  possession  be  not  taken  and  no  execution  be 
sued  out,  there  may  be  a  convenience  in  permitting  the 
l>eiendant8  to  proceed  to  make  out  their  right  to  a 
'hsve  of  the  land,  so  far  as  to  obtain  judgment  or  sen- 
tevxce  in  their  favour,  if  the  law  of  the  colony  should 
tt^title  them  to  it.  And  the  Plaintiffs  ought,  I  think,  to 
co»isent  (as  was  done  in  Beckford  v.  Kemble)  to  any 
^^er  to  be  made  in  the  suit  in  Demerara,  which  thb 
'Urt  shall  at  any  time  think  reasonable. 


1839. 


Bdnbu&t 

BVMBV&T. 


^lie  case  was  again  argued  <hi  the  form  of  the  order 
^be  made. 


May  89. 


The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  question  on  the  present  occasion  is,  wbetbei 
the  Court  ought  to  assume  jurisdiction  of  the  matten 
which  are  in  controversy  between  these  parties  anc 
to  determine  the  questions  between  them,  or  whethe 
they  ought  to  be  determined  in  the  Court  of  2>e 
tnerara. 


On  that  question  I  have  already  expressed  my  opinior 
for  the  purpose  of  this  motion,  and  subsequent  refles 
tion  has  not  given  me  any  reason  to  alter  it ;  at  the  sair 
time,  it  is  right  I  should  say  that  I  am  fully  sensibr 
of  the  many  difficulties  which  attend  cases  of  this  kii:= 
There  are  questions  of  the  greatest  nicety  and  corr 
plexity  arising  between  these  parties,  and  I  am  p  ^ 
fectly  aware  how  easy  it  may  be  to  make  a  slip 
endeavouring  to  come  to  a  right  conclusion  on  "^ 
subject. 

Having  formed  my  opinion  that  this  Court  ou^ 
to  have  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  it  is  my  duty  towa  ^ 
those  who  will  be  affected  by  the  order  I  make,  not:^ 
place  them  in  a  worse  situation  than  is  absolut:. ' 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  proceedings  in  & 
cause ;  and  therefore,  I  feel  myself  bound  to  place  tf 
Defendants  in  the  best  situation  in  which  I  can,  hav£ 
regard  to  the  circumstance,  that  it  may  ultimately  app^ 
that  they  are  entitled  to  the  share  of  the  property  whK 
they  now  demand ;  and  as  far  as  I  can,  under  pres^ 
circumstances,  I  must  enable  them  to  get '  possess!  ^ 
of  that  which  may  be  their  right,  as  soon  as  it  sh  ^ 

• 

be  determined  to  be  theirs,  if  that  event  shall  happen,.* 

A  collateral  question  has  given  rise  to  the  long  discc:^ 

sion  of  this  morning,  —  a  discussion  which  I  do  not 

any  degree  regret ;  on  the  contrary,  I  should  say  that- 

ha^ 
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tiave  derived  considerable  assistance  from  looking  at  18S9. 
this  question  in  different  points  of  view.  The  question 
is,  whether  I  can,  on  the  present  occasion,  avail  myself  of 
any  proceedings  which  may  be  carried  on  in  Demerara^ 
lor  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  Court  in  determining 
tbe  real  questions  between  the  parties  in  the  cause,  when 
they  come  on  for  a  final  adjudication.  There  are 
various  very  complicated  questions  in  controversy ;  some 
of  those  questions  may  depend  upon  or  be  most  ma- 
terially influenced  by  the  law  of  Holland^  and  there  is 
a  proceeding  now  pending  before  a  competent  courts 
which  adjudicates  according  to  the  law  of  Holland^ 
which  has  been  adopted  by  the  parties  who  are  to  be 
restrained  by  the  order  which  I  am  now  to  make. 

The  law  of  Holland  will  come   into  question  and 
have  to  be  ascertained  in  the  proceedings  here.     The 
<]uestion  now  raised  is,  whether  those  proceedings  which 
have  been  commenced  in  Demerara  can  be  so  conducted, 
as  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion  which  will  assist  in  the  deter- 
mination of  what  is  the  law  of  Holland  in  regard  to  the 
^i^umstances  of  this  case.     Now  it  is  to  be  observed, 
^at  I  have  scarcely  the  means,  and  if  I  have  the  means, 
they  have  not  been  pointed  out  to  me  at  the  bar,  by 
^hich  I  can  compel  the  parties  so  to  conduct  themselves 
^    the  proceedings   in  Demerara^  as  to  raise  all  the 
V^cstions,  and  to  lead  to  such  a  conclusion  as  will  really 
*&rd  this  Court  the  means  of  adjudicating  with  greater 
v^&faction  than  it  could  otherwise  do ;  for  I  know,  of 
fMJthing  which  is  to  prevent  the  Defendants  in  those 
poceedings  in  Demerara^  from  confessing  judgment,  and 
tlierefaj  precluding  all  decision  of,  and  withdrawing  all 
Attention  of  the  Court  from  the  points,  which,  for  the 
porpose  of  this  suit,  it  would  be  convenient  to  determine, 
and  thns  leave  the  Plaintiffs  nothing  but  that  which  is 
the  bare  right  on  the  judgment  so  obtained. 

The 
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V. 


The  Plaintifis  in  this  cause,  have  more  than  oncei  «» 
the  present  occasion,  offered  to  give  judgment  or 
tence;  they  have  said,  let  further  expense  be  spared, 
we  are  willing  to  confess  judgment  or  sentence  in  tl: 
court,  and  which  of  course  will  have  to  be  dealt 
according  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  as  they  may 
determined  in  this  Court.  The  Defendants  her^  ii 
on  going  on  and  having  a  controversy  in  Demerara, 
they  have  not  pointed  out  to  me,  the  means  by  whi( 
am  to  compel  it  to  take  place ;  and  for  anything  I  know 
the  contrary,  if  I  were  to  say  that  the  Defoidants  h< 
should  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  in  the  Colonial  Court, 
very  next  proceeding  in  that  court  would  be  an  admissi" 
by  the  Plaintiffs  that  the  Defendants  are  entitled  to 
tence  in  that  court,  and  then  nothing  whatever  would 
obtained.  It  is  undoubtedly  competent  for  this  Court 
direct  the  parties  so  to  conduct  thennselves  in  any  pi 
ceedings  here  or  elsewhere,  as  to  raise  the  necessa^  '^ 
questions  which  it  is  important  to  have  decided  betw< 
them ;  but  it  has  not  been  suggested  to  me  that  I  ou] 
not  to  give  any  directions  in  that  respect;  and 
think  that  it  is  not  a  convenient  occasion,  on  a  motii 
of  this  kind,  for  the  Court  to  determine  the  sort  of  dii 
tion  which  ought  to  be  given,  even  if  it  could  be  satr^^ 
factorily  given ;  it  would  be  a  more  fit  opportunity 
give  such  directions  when  the  cause  came  on  for 
ing,  when  every  thing  that  was  in  controversy  betweei^ 
the  parties  was  completely  brought  forward,  and  th^ 
Court  was  in  possession  of  all  the  evidence  which  they 
thought  fit  to  produce. 

"With  regard  to  the  first  object  which  I  think  it  is 
my  duty  to  attend  to,  namely,  to  place  the  Defendants 
in  as  good  a  situation  as  I  can,  that  might  be  accom- 
plished by  ordering  the  Defendants  in  the  proceedings 

in 
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in  Demerara  to  give  judgment  or  sentence  at  once.     It 
bas  occurred   to  me,  however,  in  the  course  of  the 
present  discussion,  that  although  in  one  sense  this  might 
be  a  perfectly  right  and  proper  course  of  proceeding, 
yet  I  might,  nevertheless,  be  doing  something  which 
might  be  prejudicial  to  the  parties  and  to  the  Court,  if, 
by  concluding  these  proceedings  by  sentence  or  judg- 
ment, I  deprived  the  Court  of  the  means  of  availing 
itself  of  those  proceedings,  with  the  directions  that  may 
be  found  proper  to  be  given,  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause ; 
Bod  though  I  confess,  that  when  this  matter  was  under 
my  consideration  before,  I  was  exceedingly  desirous  to 
Avail  myself  of  those  proceedings,  and  am  now  desirous 
of  availing  myself  of  those  proceedings  hereafter,  if  I 
can  do  so,  yet,  under  the  circumstances  to  which  I  am 
iK>w  brought,  I  do  not  think  that  I  have  the  means  of 
giving  those  directions,  which  are  necessary  for  the  pur- 
.pose  of  enabling  me  to  have  all  the  beneQt,  which  I 
>nay  possibly  derive  hereafter,  from  son^e  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  that  Court. 


BUMBU&T 

V. 
BUMBUI^i:. 


^What  I  think  is  proper  to  be  done  at  present,  is 
this,  not  to  stay  these  proceedings  unless  the  Plaintiffs 
in  this  cause,  who  are  the  Defendants  there,  will  con- 
sent to  confess  judgment  or  to   submit  to  any  order 
whatever  that  this  Court  may  at  any  time  think  reason- 
^le,  with  respect  to  the  proceedings  at  Dema^ara.     If 
they  think  fit  to  consent  and  bind  themselves  to  do  that, 
then,  I  think,  I  do  all  I  ought  to  do  or  can  do,  without 
actually  depriving  myself  of  the  means  of  availing  myself 
"creafter  of  those  proceedings  in  Demerara.    This  I  am 
tt  anxious  to  do  as  the  parties  can  possibly  be,  when 
tbe  time  comes  that  I  can  do  it  effectually  and  pro- 
perly; but  it  may  turn  out  to  be  wholly  unnecessary 
to  do  so  —  it  may  turn  out  that  by  the  proceedings 

between 
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18S9. 

BUNBUBY 

V. 
BUNBUBT. 


between  these  parties,  it  cannot  be  e£^tually  done ; . 
I  do  not  wish  to  deprive  myself  of  the  means,  if  I  shoi 
be  able  to  avail  myself  of  them,  of  doing  so,  on  a 
future  occasion.  If  therefore,  the  Plaintiffs  here  ¥ 
consent,  I  will  make  that  order. 


It  was  ordered  that  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  wid 
**  undertaking  to  submit  to  and  carry  into  effect  a 
order  which  the  Court  might  hereafter  think  fit  to  mal 
with  respect  to  the  proceedings  instituted  in  the  cok 
of  Demeraroj  by  the  Defendants,  H.  M.  Bunbury  a 
A.  V.  Count  de  Vigny  and  wife,  as  in  the  pleadii 
mentioned,"  that  the  Defendants  be  restrained  from  pi 
secuting  any  proceedings  in  Demerara^  to  recover  p 
session  of  the  plantations,  or  any  stock  or  effects  up 
or  belonging  to  the  same.  And  the  Court  referred 
to  the  Master  to  appoint  a  consignee  and  manager 
the  estates,  (a) 

{a)  Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  19th  June  1839. 
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HAYDON  V.  BELL.  isss. 

Kov,  14. 

^W  'if  December  18SS,  a  Mr.  Hinde  had  agreed  to  grant  A  party 
•*-   to  the  Plaintiff,  Mrs.  Hat/don^  a  lease  of  a  public  fo^'hl^'i 
liouse^  upon  her  completing  certain  repairs  thereof  to  the  chase  of  the 
Uitisfaction  of  his  surveyor.     Mrs.  Haydon,  who  was  in  agreement  for 

possession,  completed  the  repairs,  and  in  August  1834,  the  lease  of  a 
T-.  ,.,,  ,        ,  t  1  P"*'**^  house, 

before  any  lease  had  been  granted  to  her,  she  entered  and  also  of 

into  an  agreement  with  the  Defendant  Henry  Bell,  who  ^^^orw^iur  hi 
acted  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  Ann  Bellf  to  sell  all  entered  into 
her  interest  in  the  property  and  good  will  of  the  busi-  bSJre*ihe 
ncM ;  the  agreement  being  in  the  following  terms :  —      l«a»«  had  been 

part  of  the 

«*  Joying  Horse,  Oxford  Street.-^  Mts.Elizabeth  Haydon  P^J*^**"'®^  j 

agrees  to  sell  the  lease  of  above  house,  having  twenty  mortgaged  his 

years  and  upwards,  at  a  rental  of  110/.  per  annum,  to  '^gij^^,^^ 

An9i  Bell  at  the  sum  of  2050/. ;  the  goods,  fixtures  and  after  this 

stock  now  on  the  premises  to  be  paid  for  in  the  usual  |^^  he  wa*  not 

^^y  of  valuation ;  possession  and  completion  to  be  on  entitled  to 
n».    1^   /•  1  t      >#  •  1   call  for  the 

^    before  the  28th  August  instant ;  all  rent,  taxes  and  production  of 

P^  to  be  cleared,  up  to  the  time  of  possession,  and  ^]^^  \^^^^ » 
broken  windows  allowed  for ;  Mrs.  Haydon  to  do  all  evidence  that 
t^e  repairs,  to  obtain  Mr.  Hardwjck's  {a)  certificate  to  J^de  jn^o*! 
enable  the  lease  to  be  granted ;    the  expense  of  assign-  formity  with 
^^nt&c.  to  be  paid  jointly;  1200/.,  part  of  the  pur-  under* which 
cWe  money,  is  to  remain  on  security  of  the  lease,  with  it  was  granted. 
Hairy  BelFs  notes  for  three  years,  at  5/.   per  cent, 
(N^yable  half-yearly.     The  said  Elizabeth  Haydon  not  to 
cany  on  or  be  in  any  way  interested  in  the  business  of 
a  victaaller  or  retailer  of  beer,  at  any  house  within  half 
a  mOe  of  said  Flyitig  Horse,  during  the  occupancy  of  the 

said 
{«)  The  surveyor. 

Vol.  I.  Z 
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18S8.  said  Ann  Bell  or  Henry  Bell  or  any  person  on  tin 

""^^^V^*^  account^  under  the  forfeiture  or  agreed  penalty  of  50 

Vs  August  9th,  1834. 
Bell.  cc  je^  Haydon.  For  Ann  Bell,  Henry  BdU" 

Possession  of  the  property  and  of  the  stock  in  tra 
was  delivered  to  A.  Bell  and  H.  Bell  on  the  2d  of  & 
tember  18345  wheA  the  stock  was  paid  for,  and  850^  ^ 
paid  by  A.  Bell  on  account  of  the  purchase  of  i 
Plaintiff's  interest  in  the  property.  On  the  same  cL 
Henry  Bell  gave  to  the  Plaintiff  his  promissory  note 
writing,  bearing  date  the  2d  September  1834,  as  fl 
lows :  — 

<*  London^  2d  September  18  . 
"  j^l200.  Three  years  after  date,  I  promise  to  p 
Mrs.  Elizabeth  Hay  don  the  sum  of  1200/.,  on  the  \tm 
of  the  Flying  Horse  public  house  Oxford  Street,  (c 
posited  as  a  security  for  said  1200/.,)  being  delivered  u 
with  interest  at  5L  per  cent,  payable  half-yearly. 

'' Henry  BeUr 

"  Mr.  Henry  Bell,  10.  Oxford  Street:' 

Another  memorandum  of  agreement,  bearing  d£ 
the  2d  September  1834,  was  signed  by  the  Plaintiff  ai 
Henry  Bell,  and  was^as  follows :  — 

"  Miss  Ann  Bell  having  agreed  with  me  to  purchase  tl 
lease  of  my  house,  the  Flying  Horse,  No.  2.  Oxford  Stret 
for  a  term  of  twenty  years  and  upwards  at  the  year 
rental  of  1 10/.,  for  the  sum  of  2050/.,  and  I  having  agre 
to  let  the  sum  of  1200/.  on  security  of  Mr.  Hemy  B 
of  No.  10.  Oxford  Street,  by  his  giving  a  note  of  hai 
three  years  after  date  for  the  said  sum  of  1200/.,  bearL 
interest  at  5  per  cent.,  the  interest  payable  half-year 
and  also  a  deposit  by  the  said  Ann  Bell  of  an  agn 

mc 
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Qient  for  the  before  mentioned  lease,  and  also  the        1858. 
lease,  as  soon  as  the  same  shall  be  assigned  by  the 
laid  Elizabeth  Haydon  to  Ann  Bell,  as  a  further  se- 
curi^ ;  I  hereby  agree,  at  any  time  within  the  said  three 
years,  on  payment  of  the  said  note  of  hand  for  the  sum 
of  1200/.  with  the  interest  thereon,  to  deliver  to  Henry 
Bell  on  demand  the  lease  of  the  said  premises  before 
described,  with  a  proper  assignment  of  the  same,  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  an  agreement  bearing 
date  August  9di  1834,  and  made  between  myself  of  the 
one  part  and  Ann  Bell  of  the  other  part:  and  I  also 
further  agree  to  allow  Ann  Bell  to  carry  on  the  business 
of  the  said  house  in  my  name  until  the  next  transfer 
day  of  transfering  licences  for  the  borough  of  Mary^ 
lebone,  and  fully  authorise  her  to  act  as  my  agent  for 
that  purpose  during  the  period  before  stated." 

On  the  same  day  Ann  Bell  assigned  her  interest  in  the 
contract  to  Henry  BelU  The  certificate  of  the  lessor's 
surveyor  haying  been  obtained,  the  lessor,  on  the  27th 
<*  ^aoember  1834,  by  virtue  of  a  power  reservad  to  him, 
P'^nted  a  lease  of  the  property  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Semry  Bell,  in  February  18S5,  borrowed  of  Messrs. 
^^'ung  and  Bainbridge  a  sum  of  500/.,  on  which  occasion 
-^n  Bell  and  Henry  Bell  entered  into  an  agreement 
▼Uh  Messrs.  Young  and  Bainbridge,  by  which  Henry 
BeH  agreed  to  pay  the  1200/.  still  due  to  the  Plaintiff, 
*^  that  after  payment  of  the  1200/.  the  lease  should 
"^  assigned  to  Messrs.  Young  and  Bainbridge  for  se- 
curing the  500/. ;  and  Ann  Bell  and  Henry  Bell  agreed 
to  do  all  necessary  acts  for  procuring  the  assignment  of 
^  lease  to  Messrs.  Young  and  Bainbridge. 

Tlie  Defendants  having  refused  to  complete  their 
purchase^  this  bill  was^  filed  against  Ann  Bell,  Henry 

'  Z  2  BeU 
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1838.        Bell   and   Messrs.  Young  and   Bainbridgej   prayinj 

specific  performance  of  the  contract,  "  so  far  as  the  sea-r-  — me 
remained  unperformed,  by  payment  of  the  \20QiU  ct   ^mmnd 
interest,''  and  in  default,  that  the  Defendants  might:         be 
foreclosed. 


The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  insisted  that 
had  been  misrepresentations  on  the  part  of  the  mainti 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  bound  to  shew  the  lessor's  title^       "O^ 
at  least  to  shew  that  the  power  under  which  the 
had  been  granted,  had  been  duly  executed. 

Ann  Bell  also  filed  a  cross  bill,  to  set  aside  the  co 
tract  on  the  ground  of  fraud ;  which  being  unsuppo 
by  evidence,  was  dismissed  with  costs. 

It  was  proved  that  the  Defendants  had  been  inform^^^ 
that  the  new  lease  was,  with  one  exception,  to  conta»-  w 
clauses  and  covenants  similar  to  those  in  the  old  lease,  31 
that  Henry  Bell  was  aware  of  the  terms  of  the  old  K 
having  had  it  in  his  possession  for  some  time  preview  ^^^ 
to  entering  into  the  agreement 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bethel^  contended  that 
Plaintiff  was  at  once  entitled  to  a  decre  for  a  spec^ 
performance  of  the  contract,  and  for  payment  of 
residue  of  the  purchase  money,  with  interest  and 
costs  of  )5uit^  and  that  in  default  of  payment  the  p 
perty  should  be  ordered  to  be  sold. 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Rogers,  for  the 
Ann  BeUj  insisted  on  the  above  points  raised  by  I 
answer,  and  contended  that  the  Defendant,  was,  at  I 
entitled  to  the  usual  reference  to  the  Master,  to  inqu 
if  a  good  title  could  be  shewn. 
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'•  SichardSi  for  Hemy  BeU^  contended  that  he  had  1858. 
^perljr  been  made  a  party  to  the  suit;  he  had 
i  the  agreement,  not  on  his  own  behalf  but  as 
oi  Ann  Bell;  he  had  agreed,  it  was  true^  to  give 
romissory  note,  but  that  being  done,  there  was  no 
\T  claim  or  demand  against  him,  except  upon  his 
liability  under  that  note.  That  the  bill  had  been 
before  the  note  became  due,  and  therefore  the 
tiff  was  at  that  time  entitled  to  no  reb'ef ;  that  Henry 
was  answerable  at  law  alone  and  not  in  equity,  for 
Jief  asked  against  him  was  in  respect  of  a  mere 
claim  on  the  promissory  note,  and  which,  conse- 
lyi  ought  not  to  be  the  subject  of  a  suit  in  equity. 

;  Chandlessy  for  Messrs.  Young  and  Bainbridge. 

'.  Pemberton  in  reply.  The  Defendants  were  per- 
aware  of  the  nature  of  the  Plaintiff's  interest  and 
!  title ;  they  have  dealt  with  the  property  in  such  a 
er  as  to  preclude  their  calling  for  the  production 
i  lessor's  title ;  Henry  Bell  has  obtained  an  assign- 
of  the  property,  and  has  made  default  in  payment 
:  interest  on  the  promissory  note :  he  was  surety  for 
tyment  of  the  1200/.,  and  was  therefore  a  necessary 
to  the  suit. 

e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

is  is  a  bill  filed  for  the  specific  performance  of  an 
nent ;  it  is  filed  against  Ann  Bell,  Henry  Bell  and 
rs.  Young  and  Bainbridge,  and  it  prays  (his  Lord- 
'ead  the  prayer  of  the  bill). 

e  contract  was  dated  in  August  1834,  and  was  for 
le  which  was  to  be  granted,  but  which  had  not 
granted  at  the  time  the  contract  was  entered  into ; 
rice  was  to  be  20501$  of  which  850/.  was  to  be 

Z  9  paid 


S49  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18389  paid  down,  and  the  remaining  1200/.  was  to  be  aftei 
wards  paid,  and  to  be  secured  by  the  Defendant  Hem 
Bell.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  executed  the  contrai 
as  a^'party,  but  as  agent  for  Ann  Belli  hia  sister ;  tl 
1200/.  was  to  be  paid  in  three  years  Trom  the  date,  b 
before  the  contract  was  to  be  finally  carried  into  e 
ecution,  before  the  lease  was  to  be  granted,  there  we 
certain  repairs  to  be  done  to  the  premises. 

On'the  2d  o( September  ISS^,  Henry  BeU^  in  pursoan< 
of  the  agreement,  gave  his  promissory  note  for  the  su 
of  1200/.;  and  on  the  same  day  the  interest  which  ba 
been  obtained  by  Ann  BellysLS  assigned  to  Henry  Bei 
It  was  part  of  the  agreement^  that  after  the  lea^ 
was  obtained,  it  was  to  be  a  security  for  120^ 
The  lease  was  obtained  on  the  27tli  of  November;  ^ 
in  February  18S5,  Ann  Bell  and  Henry  Bell  har  j 
occasion  to  borrow  a  sum  of  money,  obtained  it  ^r 
Messrs.  Young  and  Bainbridge,  on  an  agreement,  cl 
subject  to  the  rights  of  Plaintiff,  the  lease  should 
assigned  to  them.  We  find  that  Ann  Bell  and  H^efi 
Bell  were  perfectly  acquainted  with  the  nature  of  t 
property,  and  the  difference  between  the  new  lease  ai 
the  old  lease,  and  that  they  dealt  with  it  for  the  pu 
poses  of  assignment,  and  of  making  a  security.  Tt 
transaction  took  place  between  Ann  BelU  Henry  Bell  Bi 
Messrs.  Young  and  Bainbrtdge  afler  the  lease  had  be< 
granted.  Looking  on  these  circumstances,  and  aft^ 
such  dealing  with  the  property  as  appears  in  this  ca^ 
it  is  clear  that  no  objection  can  now  be  taken  by  them 
point  of  title ;  there  must  therefore  be  a  decree  agaiic: 
Ann  Bellj  and  her  cross  bill  must  be  dismissed  wE' 
costs. 


As  to  Henry  Bellj  1  am  surprised  at  thejWay 
which  he  has  put  his  defence :  be  was  a  person  answer 

air 
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^leas  the  agent  of  Ann  Belly  the  party  entitled  under        18S8. 

^  contract.    It  was  part  of  the  terms  of  the  agreement 

^at  the  1200/.  should  be  secured  by  him  for  three 

years^  with  interest  at  5  per  cent. ;  afterwards,  according 

to  the  agreement,  he  gave  his  note,  and  subsequently 

obCained  an  assignment  of  his  sister's  interest  in  the 

iease^  and  he  dealt  with  it  and  borrowed  money  for 

himself.     This  did  not  make  him  a  party  to  the  original 

contract,  but  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiff  are  to  be  worked 

out   against  the  property,  and  are  so  intimately  con* 

necrted  with  the  interest  of  Henry  Bell,  that  the  suit 

could  not  go  on,  unless  he  had  been  made  a  party*  for 

be  is  both  interested  in  the  property  and  answerable  for 

tbe  unpaid  purchase  money.    That  he  must  pay  this,  is 

quite  clear,  and  his  interest  must  be  dealt  with  for  the 

purpose  of  being  sold ;  there  must  therefore  be  a  decree 

for  specific  performance,  by  payment  of  the  1200/.  and 

costs  of  suit  by  Ann  BeU  and  Henry  BeU  ;  and  in  default, 

the  lease  must  be  sold,  and  the  Plaintiff's  principal,  in- 

^i^^at,  and  costs  paid  out  of  the  produce. 


LIVESEY  V.  HARDING.  ^^»^?- 

J  can*  ID. 

j^^'SE  original  cause  was  instituted  in  1823,  for  the  A  mortgagee, 

purpose  of  administering   the   real  and  personal  p^rty^to*the 

e  of  the  testator  in  the  cause.     At  the  death  of  the  suit^consented 

^^^r,  his  real  estates  were  subject  to  several  mort-  mortgaged 

8^^s,  and  amongst  them,  to  one  vested  in  J.  S.  Beckett  property:  Held 

^^  2L  P.  Buddicomj  who  were  aderwards  made  parties  produce  and 

^y  supplemental  bill.  ^^« '"  ^^« 

^^  Masters  office 

the  title  deeds 

Sy  the  decree,  the  real  estates  were  directed  to  be  sold  necessarvTn 

*^l^ct  to  the  mortgages,  unless  the  mortgagees  con-  order  to  com- 

-y   .  ^  J   plete  such 

Z  4  sented  [^^ 
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1639*       sented  to  the  sale;  and  an  account  was  directed  to  be 
^^V^*^     taken  of  what  was  due  to  the  mortiraf^ees. 

V, 

Haedin©.  j  gr  B^n,^  and  j^  p^  Buddivm  the  mortgagees,  (as 
was  found  by  the  Master's  report  in  ISSS,)  consented  to 
a  sale  of  the  estates  free  from  their  incumbrances ;  the 
estates  were  accordingly  sold  in  lots,  and  produced  con- 
siderably  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  ail  the  incum- 
brances ;  the  purchasers  of  the  larger  lots  were  to  have 
the  title  deeds,  and  to  covenant  with  the  other  purchasers 
for  their  production.  The  purchases  were  confirmed 
and  the  purchase  money  paid  into  Court 

By  a  report  dated  in  July  1887,  the  Master  certified^ 
that  it  had  been  proposed,  that  the  tide  deeds  relating  to 
the  estates  in  question  should  be  delivered  to  the  respec-  ^ 
tive  purchasers  thereof,  on  their  executing  certain  deed^ 
of  covenant  to  the  other  purchasers  of  other  parts  of 
premises ;   and  he  reported  that  such  proposal  ought 
be  carried  into  effect* 


Accounts  had  been  taken  of  what  was  due  to 
mortgagees,  and  the  greater  part  of  the  amount  due 
been  discharged  by  means  of  the  funds  in  Court. 


A  petition  was  now  presented,  praying  that  J.  & 
and  IL  P.  Buddicom^  the  mortgagees,  might  leave  in 
Master's  office  all  the  title  deeds  relating  to  the 
estate  of  the  testator,  and  that  they  might  be  ddiver^f^ 
cnit  upon  completion  of  the  purchases. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdoitj  in  support  of  the 
petition,  contended  that  a  mortgagee  who  was  a  party 
to  a  suit,  and  consented  to  a  sale,  could  not  refuse  to  pro- 
duce the  title  deeds  which  were  necessary  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  sales;  for  by  consenting. to  a  sal^he 

undertook 
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^dertook  to  do  all  that  was  requbite  on  his  part  for       1859. 

^ectiDff  it.  ^^^^^""^^ 

°  LivEtrr 

V. 

Mr.  SpencCf  conirdf  for  the  mortgagees,  contended  that     I^^^d'*'^- 
a  mortgagee  coald  not  be  compelled  to  part  with  his  title 
cfeeds  or  any  other  security,  nntil  he  was  actually  paid ; 
and  that  the  payment  of  the  money  and  the  delivery  of 
^e  deeds  ought  to  be  contemporaneous.     That  a  de- 
posit of  the  money  in  Court  was  not  sufficient  to  entitle 
th^  other  parties  to  take  from  a  mortgagee  his  secu- 
iic£es«     The  contrary  was  once  held  by  Sir  Jbkfi  Leach^ 
^^^t,    his  decision  was  over-ruled   by  Lord  Eklan.  (a). 
I-c>rci  Kenyon's  advice  was,  that  a  mortgagee  should 
P^^^   liis  deeds  in  a  box,  and  sit  on  the  box  until  the 
n^ort^oge  money  was  actually  paid,  (b) 


'x.¥emberkm^  Mr.  Tredaoe^  Mr.  Kot  and  Mr.  BdhtU^ 
■^*'  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (without  hearing  a  reply). 

It  seems  that  the  mortgagees  have  done  a  great  deal 

1^     liicilitating  the  sale  of  the  property.     They  made 

'^'^    objection  to  producing  the  deeds  and  allowed  them 

to  l>e  compared  with  the  abstract ;  they  have  done  right, 

"^t  no  more  than  they  were  bound  to  do  under  the  cir- 

^^<x^«tances;  they  do  not  stand  in  the  situation  of  the 

nort^Bgee  whom  Lord  Kenyon  advised  to  put  his  deeds 

*^  ^  box,  and  sit  on  the  box  until  the  mortgage  money 

^^&    actually  put  into  his  hands:  for  they  are  parties 

to  th^  cause  and  parties  to  the  decree ;  and  having  con- 

^^^ted  to  have  their  mortgage  paid  off,  by  means  of  the 

^^ohase  mon^  to  be  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  pro- 

f^tty,  I  think  that  they  became  bound  to  facilitate  the 

sale, 

i(i)BetPattieihwaUev.Blythf         (b)  See  Sparh  v.  Montnou^ 
SiKM.S4S.;  S. C.  S Swam. S5S.      1  Y.  ^  CoU.  107. 
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sale^  and  were  not  justified  in  creating  an  insuperabl 
obstacle,  by  insisting  on  the  strict  rights  which  th< 
had  in  the  first  instance,  and  refusing  to  produce  tl 
deeds.      The    mortgagees,    afler   having  done    eve 
thing  for  the  examination  of  the  title  and  verifyi 
the   abstract,   say,  nearly   at  the   conclusion  of 
affair,  that  they  will  not  deposit  their  title  deeds  in 
Master's  office,  until  the  time  fixed  for  the 
of  their  mortgage  money;  but  this  b  neither  practica 
nor  reasonable,  for  the  mortgagees  must  be  paid  out- 
the  purchase  money,  which  cannot  be  done  until 
purchasers  are  in  a  situation  to  release  the  fimd,  and 
will  not  occur  until  they  have  had  their  con 
they  cannot  have  their  conveyances  until  .covenants 
produce  the  title  deeds  have  been  executed,  and  this 
not  be  done  until  the  purchasers  of  the  larger  lots  h 
possession  of  the  deeds  which  they  covenant  to  prodtx 
It  is  said,  fix  a  time  for  payment ;  but  how  is  it  possi 
to  do  it,  and  how  can  the  mortgagees  be  in  any 
injured?  the  time  cannot  be  fixed  without  the 
being  first  brought  into  Court. 


7 


t 

lie 

of 

e 


to 


ie 

y 


I  think  it  my  duty  to  order  the  deeds  into  Court : 
I  will  make  this  addition  to  the  order,  that  they  are 
to  be  delivered  out  without  notice  to  the  mortgagees*. 


i 
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In  re  GORNALL,  May  29. 

^Y  orders  of  the  Court,  dated  in  1880,  Elizabeth  Where  a 

GomaUi  the  mother  of  the  infimt  petitioner,  Bdbert  pointed  by  the 
!b&  Gcmalij  was  appointed  his  guardian  during  his  Court  to  be 
iiiori^,  or  until  the  further  order  of  the  Court,  and  infant  marries, 

I  allowance  of  40Z.  a  year  was  made  for  his  main-  »'"^C  course 

''  to  make  a 

CUDce*  new  reference 

to  the  Master 
to  appoint  a 
In  1882,  Elizabeth  Gomall  married  John  Heyety  and  no  guanlian. 

vm  guardian  having  been  appointed,  a  petition  was  pre- 
Dted  on  behalf  of  the  in&nt,  now  of  the  age  of  twelve 
«tf8|  praying  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  approve  of 
proper  person  to  be  his  guardian,  and  to  inquire  and 
9.te  what  was  proper  to  be  allowed  for  his  main- 
nance. 

Jtfr.  Boothj  in  support  of  the  petition,  relied  on  the 
Be  of  Wickey  v.  Whaley^  reported  as  an  Anomfmous 
KJtf  (a),  in  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  held,  that  it  was 
ite  of  course,  where  a  lady  who  had  been  appointed 
married,  to  appoint  a  new  guardian. 


l^r.  Rogers^  for  Mrs.  Heyes  the  mother,  contended 
^t  the  reference  now  asked  was  unnecessary,  the 
ther  of  the  infant  having  been  appointed  guardian ) 
''t  a  mother  had  the  right  to  the  custody  of  the 
^^BoQ  of  her  children ;  Villareal  v.  Mellish  (b) ;  of  which 
•  Court  ought  not,  except  in  a  case  of  misconduct, 
deprive  her ;  he  argued,  that  the  recognizances  were 

stUl 

(a)  8  Simoru,5i6.  (b)  2  Swam. S56, 
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1 839.        still  subsisting,  and  that  it  would  be  a  saving  of  expense 
^VV/       not  to  disturb  them. 

In  re 

GoBKALt. 

TAe  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  conceive  that  it  is  the  usual  practice  to  make  such 
a  reference  on  the  marriage  of  a  female  guardian ;  it  b. 
not,  as  it  has  been.suggested  in  argument,  that  this  lady, 
by  reason  of  her  marriage,  is  to  be  deprived  of  her  child: 
if  the  order  were  to  that  effect,  I  should  hesitate  a  long 
time  before  I  should  make  it.  Here  is  an  unmarried  lady 
appointed  by  the  Court  to  be  the  guardian  of  her  child; 
she  is  made  so  under  the  circumstances  in  which  she  is 
then  placed,  —  being  a  person  suijurisy  acting  for  herself 
in  every  way  according  to  her  own  judgment  and  dis- 
cretion. In  that  state  of  things  she  marries,  and  thereby 
loses  that  independent  judgment  and  discretion,  and 
comes  liable  to  be  controlled  by  her  husband.  Is  it  not 
that  the  matter  should  be  investigated  and  inquired  io 
I  think  the  usual  form  of  doing  it  is  by  referring  it 
the  Master  to  approve  of  a  guardian ;  under  the  ord^i^r 
the  mother  will  be  at  liberty  to  propose  herself,  and  it 
is  to  be  hoped  that  her  application  will  be  successful ;  -^^ 
may  happen  that  she  and  her  husband  will  be  found 
be  the  most  proper  persons  to  have  the  care  and  custod; 
of  the  infant,  and  that  she  may  be  appointed  guardian 
I  cannot,  however,  interfere  in  that,  as  it  will  be  a  matter 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Master.  I  believe  this  to 
be  the  usual  order ;  and  I  take  it  to  be  according  to  the 
ordinary  rules  of  practice  of  this  Court,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances which  have  occurred  here,  to  make  such  a 
refefence.  An  inquiry  is  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  whether,  by  the  act  of  marriage,  the  guardian 
has  not  placed  herself  in  circumstances  which  may  not 
permit  her  to  exercise  that  proper  discretion  which  ought 
to  be  exercised  for  the  benefit  of  this  child.     The  next 

friend 
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Mend  of  the  infant  has  performed  an  act  of  duty  to  this        18S9. 
Court  in  informing  it  of  the  guardian's  marriage.  ^^^^-^ 

GORHALL. 

As  to  the  recognizances,  I  can  make  no  other  order 
^an  that  which  I  understand  to  be  the  ordinary  and 
^1^  order  to  be  made  in  such  cases.  It  does  not  follow 
^liat  the  persons  who  have  entered  into  the  recognizances 
w  the  mother  of  the  infant,  would  be  willing  to  be  su- 
'^cj  for  her  husband. 


WIGLEY  V.  WHITAKER.  2>J,n%2. 

IN  diis  case  the  oriffinal  bill  was  filed  in  1887,  to  A.  B.,Tenjdent 
-  .       °  ,  ,  .    ,  abroad,  filed  a 

eniorce  a  security  executed  by  a  married  woman  on  bill  against 
^^^t*  separate  property',  in  favour  of  a  creditor  of  her  ^'  ^  *T^JJ'^ 

K*     *       ,  tr     r      J'  upon  CD. 

**Uaband.  filed  a  cross 

bill;  and  CD., 
^  ...  ,  before  nn- 

The  Plaintiff  in  the  original  suit  was  living  abroad,  swering  the 
^^d  in  June  1838  was  ordered  to  give  security  for  costs.  ^"  ^Td  to'stay 
*^  Xkcembcr  1838,  the  Defendant,  the  married  woman,  ?*1  proceed- 
filed  her  cross  biU  to  set  aside  the  security,  on  the  oriJinaUuit 
STound  of  firaud  and  undue  influence.  ""V'  ^'  ^'  j 

had  answered 
the  cross  bill : 

Slie  had  put  in  no  answer  to  the  original  bill.  SC^whlt 

is  said  in  Rant" 

^dbr.J.  H.PabneTf  on  her  behalf,  now  moved  to  stay  Barker,  lAtk. 

«tt  proceedincra  in  the  original  suit,  until  the  Plaintiff  in  so.,  that  this 

was  irresular. 

t)^^  suit  had  answered  the  cross  bilL     He  relied  on 
V^'^^'Mssemeat  v.  Barker  (a),  in  which  case,  the  Plaintiff 
\!>  the  original  cause  being  resident  abroad,  the  Plain- 
tiff 
{a)  I  Atk.  19, 
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WlOLIT 

V, 

Whitakss. 


tiff  in  the  cross  cause  moved  to  stay  all  proceedings  in 
the  first  cause,  until  the  Plaintiff  in  that  cause  had 
answered  the  cross  bill :  Lord  Hardwicke  there  said, 
^^  The  general  rule  in  this  Court  is  not  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  an  original  cause,  till  the  answer  comes  in  to 
the  cross  bill,  but  to  stay  publication  only.  Indeed  it 
would  have  been  of  course  to  stay  proceedings  in  ike 
original  cause^  \f  the  Plaintiff  in  the  cross  cause  had 
brought  his  bill  before  he  had  put  in  an  answer  to  tie 
original  biU.^* 


He  contended  that  this  was  precisely  the  case  put  by 
Lord  Hardwicke^  the  Plaintiff  in  the  cross  bill  having  *> 
brought  her  cross  bill  before  answering  the  original  bilL^^ 


In  Waterton  v.  Croft  (a)  the  Plaintifi^  in  what  wj 
considered  equivalent  to  the  original  bill,  resided  abroa< 
and  it  was  held  that  the  proper  course  was  to  stay 
proceedings  in  the  first  suit  until  the  Plaintiff  in  that  su 
had  answered  the  cross  bill  {b) ;  and  the  same  practi< 
was  Followed  in  Bourne  v.  Hall,  {c) 


Mr.  Pembertony  contrd^  insisted  that  there  was  no  sac 
practice  as  that  contended  for,  the  efiect  of  which  woul 
be,  that  a  Defendant  might  delay  answering  a  bill  b; 
means  of  filing  a  cross  bill  against  the  Plaintiff  in 
original  suit ;  that  in  Ramkissenseat  v.  Barker^  the  De«' 
fendant  in  the  original  suit  had  answered  the  original  bill, 
and  the  question  was  only  as  to  staying  the  future  pro- 
ceedings; 


(a)  5  SimonSf  502. 

(5)  On  the  motion  of  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  cross  cause,  it 
was  ordered^  that  Waterton,  the 
Plaintiff  in  the  first  cause  and 
the  Defendant  in  the  second- 
mentioned  cause,  should  be  re- 


strained from  proceeding  in  the 
first-mentioned  cause,  until  he 
should  hare  appeared  and  pot 
in  a  perfect  answer  to  the  Inll 
in  the  second-mentioned  cause. 
Heg.  Lib.  B.  1834,  p.  96. 
(c)  5  Simons,  552. 
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^^^gs;  that  what  Lord  Hardwicke  was  reported  to 

Qave  said,  with  respect  to  the  point  now  raised,  was  not 

called  for  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  was 

certainly  not  in  accordance  with  the  present  practice. 

h  WtUerton  v.  O'^,  the  question  did  not  arise,  nor  did 

it  appear  whether  Croft  had  not  answered  the  original 

U/l.     In  Bourne  V.  Hall^  publication  only  was  stayed. 

He  referred  also  to  1  SmitV$  Practice^  2d  edit  p.  465., 

«id  Cresmck  v.  Cresmick.  {a) 

Mr.  Palmer^  in  reply,  relied  on  the  cases  already  re- 
ferred to,  and  on  the  fact  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  original 
salt  bemg  now  resident  abroad. 

Th^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  oinm  I  shall  be  surprised  if  I  find  any  such  rule  as 
that  contended  for,  which  relieves  one  party  from  the 
performance  of  his  duty  in  answering  the  original  bill, 
iQ^ely  by  filing  a  cross  bill  against  the  Plaintiff.  I  con- 
fess I  never  heard  of  such  a  practice  as  that  stated— of 
^  I^efendant  to  an  original  bill  objecting  to  put  in  his 

*°*Wer  until  the  Plaintiff  had  first  answered  the  cross 
hiD. 


951 
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WlOLFT 

V, 

WuitAUB. 


^^  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  referring  to  the  cases 

^^^^j  said  that  he  could  not  help  thinking  that  the 

dictvim  of  Lord  Hardwickey  in  Ramkissenseat  v.  Barker^ 

mOst  have  been  inaccurately  reported;  that  he  could  find 

IH>  Reported  case  which  justified  the  present  application ; 

9SdA  on  principle,  nothing  could  be  more  unjust  than  to 

pt^tent  a  Plaintiff  enforcing  an  answer  in  his  original 

siiU,  until  he  had  filed  his  answer  in  the  cross  suit ;  he 

iHQst  therefore  refuse  this  application,  with  costs. 

(a)  \Atk,%9U 


Dec,  15. 
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1W9.     "  PEARSE  V.  CATTON. 

March  S6,  27. 

A  testator  de-  nHHE  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  in  December 
to^.*suWect^  devbed  an  estate  at  BawdesTvell  to  his  son  JFt 

to  the  payment  subject  to  the  payment  of  5s.  weekly  to  his  son  ( 
to  b\  I  and  in  for  life ;  and  he  devised  an  estate  at  Shipdham  to  h 

case  B.  should  jj,^;,  charged  with  the  payment  of  8^.  weekly  to  C 

leave  any  .  . 

children,  he     for  his  life ;    ^^  and  in  case  George  should  leai/ 

estatewith  the  ^^^^  ^^  children,"  he  charged  the  aforesaid  mess 
payment  ofsi.  devised  to  William  with  the  like  payment  of  5s.  in 
children,  until  ^^^^  ^^^  child  or  children,  until  he,  she  or  they  s 

they  should      attain  twenty-one;  "and  in  case  Qeorse  should 

attain  twenty- 

one;  and  he     any  child  or  children,"  he  charged  the  messuage 

^h^'^^dth  devised  to  Johrij  with  85.  a  week  unto  such  chi 

estatewith  the  until  he,  she  or  they  should  attain  twenty-one. 

?oo/!*  ""to  the  testator  proceeded  as  follows :  —  "  And  I  do  lil 

child  or  chil-  further  charge  the   said   messuages,   lands,  tene 

when  and  so  and  hereditaments  given  and  devised  unto  my  sai 

soon  as  he,  William^  and  which  were  late  the  estate  of  my  i 
she,  or  they  ,  <»         .  tw 

should  respec-  and  also  those  which  I  purchased  of  Phineas  We, 

!Kof of"  ^"^  Valentir^  John  Flegg,  to  and  with  the  payment 
twentv-one,"  sum  of  lOOi  to  the  child  or  children  of  my  son  G 
divided- with    ^^^^  and  so  soon  as  he,  she  or  they  shall  respec 

a  gift  over  to    attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  equally  to  be  d 

the  issue  of  .^         ,  j     1  11  j  • 

any  of  them      amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike;  and  m  cai 

dying  under     ^f  ^^  g^id  children  shall  happen  to  depart  th 

twenty-one;  '^'^  .    *  . 

B.  had  one  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  leavmg  issue  < 
£j7i^en\y.  ^er  or  their  body  or  bodies  lawfully  begotten,  t 
one,  and  B.     do  give  and  bequeath  the  part  or  share,  parts  or  ! 

Iivin?rrHe!d  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  children  SO  dying  under  age  as 

that  the  100/.  said,  to  such  issue ;  such  issue  to  have  only  the  p 

able  for  his  share,  parts  or  shares  which  his,  her  or  their  fat 

child  imme-  mother  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  livini;. 

diately  on  her  ® 

attaimng 

twenty-one. 
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do    I  ikewise  charge  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements 

a  Kiel  hereditaments  in  the  occupation  of  my  said  son  JoJuiy 

a.nd    herein-before  given  and  devised  to  him,  with  the 

f>CLywneat  of  the  sum  of  200/.  to  the  child  or  children  of 

immy    said  son  George^  when  and  as  soon  as  he,  she  or 

tb^^r  shall  respectively  attain   the   age   of  twenty-one 

jf  ^KC^r£|  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  them,  share  and 

sb^re  alike ;  and  in  case  any  of  the  said  children  shall 

happen  to  depart  this  life  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 

y^iSLTSy  leaving  issue  of  his,  her  or  their  body  or  bodies 

lA^w^Fully  begotten,  then  I  do  give  and  bequeath  the  part 

or    share,  parts  or  shares  of  such  child  or  children  so 

dying  under  age  as  aforesaid,  to  such  issue,  such  issue 

to     have  only  the  part  or  share,  parts  or  shares  which 

his^   her  or  their  father  or  mother  would  have  been  en- 

titlea  to  if  living." 


18S9. 


fhe  testator  died  in  1815. 


George   Catton  was   still   living,   and   the   Plaintiff, 
Sa9'a^  Pearse,  was  his  only  child.     She  attained  twenty- 
one    on  the  17th  of  January  1838;  and  by  this  bill, 
she  and  her  husband  claimed  to  have  the  sums  of  100/. 
Bnd  200/.  raised  out  of  the  devised  estates,  with  interest 
from  the  time  of  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

^he  Defendants  insisted  that  these  sums  were  not 

TW»eabIe  until  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff's  father,  George 

Cto/oa,  and  submitted  whether  any  future  .child  which 

t}^^  Plaintiff's  father  might  have,  would  not  be  entitled 

^  Aare  in  these  sums  of  100/.  and  200/. ;  and  whether, 

t*jwd  being  had  to  the  whole  contents  of  the  will, 

^1  the  children  whom  George  Cattoii  might  leave  at  his 

Jecease  and  the  issue  of  any  deceased  child  were  not 

entitled  to  participate  in  these  charges,  and  whether 

iiity  were  raiseable  until  the  death  of  George  Catton. 

Voul.  A  a  Mr. 
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1889.  Mr.  PemherUm  and  Mr.  Elmdey^  for  the  Plaintiffi 


Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Wray^  corUrcU 

Mr.  G.  B.  Maulej  for  George  Catton^  the  father. 


March  27. 


7%^  Master  ^  M^  Rolls  said  he  had  looked 
fully  over  the  will,  and  he  thought  that  the  Plaint:] 
were  entitled  to  have  these  two  sums  of  100^  and  20 
raised,  with  interest  at  4>  per  cent  from  the  time 
Pearse  attained  twenty-one. 


fTs 


1858. 

Ju/jf  25. 

Nov.  6,  7.  10. 

Where  the 
members  of  a 
trading  part- 
nership are 
interested  in  a 
ship,  the 
names  of  all 
the  partners 
should  appear 
on  the  ship's 
register;  and 
a  ship  belong- 
ing to  a  part- 
nership having 
been  register- 
ed as  belong- 
ing to  two 
partners  carry- 
ing on  trade 
undera  parti- 
cular firm,  it 
was  held,  that 
a  third  partner 
who  formed 
one  of  the 
firm,  but 
whose  name 
was  not  on  the 


SLATER  V.  WILLIS. 

nPHE  principal  question  in  this  case  arose  on  the  coi 
struction  of  the  thirty-second  section  of  the  Shij 
Registration  Act,  of  the  6th  6.  4.  r.  HO.  The  thirty 
first  section  of  that  act  provides,  ''  That,  when  and 
often  as  the  property  in  any  ship  or  vessel  or  any  part 
thereof  belonging  to  any  of  his  Majesty's  subjects  shall, 
after  registry  thereof,  be  sold  to  any  other  or  others  of 
his  Majesty's  subjects,  the  same  shall  be  transferred  by 
bill  of  sale  or  other  instrument  in  writing,  containing  a 
recital  of  the  certificate  of  registry  of  such  ship  or  vessel 
or  the  principal  contents  thereof;  otherwise  such  transfer 
shall  not  be  valid  or  effectual  Jbr  any  purpose  vohatever^ 
either  in  law  or  in  equityJ^ 

The  way  in  which  such  bill  of  sale  is  to  be  made 
efiectual,  by  entry  in  the  book  of  registry  and  on  the 

regbtry 

register,  had  no  interest  in  the  ship. 
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istry  itself,   is  pointed  out  in  the  tbirty-seventb, 
thlz^j-eighth  and  thirty-ninth  sections. 

'Xbe  thirty-second  section  of  the  act,  after  requiring 

:Ii^    property  in  every  ship  to  be  considered  as  divided 

Iei^o  sixty-four  parts,  and  the  proportion  held  by  each 

^mrxxer  to  be  described  in  the  registry  as  being  a  certain 

nuimber  of  sixty-fourth  parts,  provides  <^  that  it  shall  be 

l^xfoo/MfoT  any  number  of  such  owners  named  and  described 

tra.    .sttch  registry^  being  partners  in  any  house  or  copart" 

n^rship  actually  carrying  on  trade  in  any  part  of  his 

A£ac/Vs/y5  dominions^  to  hold  any  ship  or  vessel,  or  any 

sXuitrc  or  shares  of  any  ship  or  vessel,  in  the  name  of  such 

k€^i£se  or  copartnership,  as  Joint  aamers  thereof  without 

iisiinguishing  the  proportionate  interest  of  each  qf  such 

<J^^*>n^rSj  and  that  such  ship  or  vessel,  or  the  share  or  shares 

th^r-eof  so  held  in  copartnership,   shall  be  deemed  and 

iaJt^n  to  be  partnership  prooerty  to  all  intents  and  pur^ 

P^^esy  and  shall  be  governed^  y  the  same  rtdes,  both  in 

'^to  and  equity,  as  relate  to  and  govern  all  other  partner^ 

Aip  property  in  any  other  goods,  chattels,  and  effects 

^^^^Usoeoer''  {a) 


1838. 


Ilie  circumstances  which  gave  rise  to  the  questions 
ui    this  case  were  as  follows :  —  William  Austen  Groo^ 
^^^^A,  Edward  Lowe  and  Charles  Harris  Groocock  car- 
^^d  on  business  as  general  merchants^  under  the  firm 
^  -Ijifwe  and  Groocock,  and  upon  the  terms  of  a  deed  of 
Partnership  dated  in  1828,    Charles  Harris  Groocock 
being  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  capital ;  Edward  Loose 
and  Charles  Harris  Groocock  were  resident  and  carried 
<^  their  business  in  New  Brunswick  in  North  America, 
i^der  the  firm  of  Ixjwe  and  Groocock;  and  William 
A^tsten  Crroocock  resided  in  England,  and  did  not  pub- 
licly appear  as  a  partner  in  the  business. 

Edward 

(a)  Section  32. 

Aa  2 
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Edward  Lowe  and  Charles  Harris  Groocock  purcha 
several  ships,  called  the  Maria^  the  William  Pitt  x 
the  Prince  Lee  BoOy  with  the  partnership  assets, 
which  were  registered,  upon  their  oaths,  under  the 
tute  above  referred  to  (a) ;  and  on  the  registry, 
owners  of  sixty-four  sixty-fourth  shares  of  the  sLm. 
were  represented   to  be  Edward  Lcfwe   and    Cha^ 
Harris  Groocock^  trading  under  the  firm  of  Lonie 
Groocockf  being  partnership  property. 


d 
d 
d 


Messrs.  Zotof  and  Groocock  employed  Messrs.  TTi 
and  Swainson  in  Liverpool  as  their  agents ;  and  the  for 
being  considerably  indebted  to  the  latter,  Edward 
and  C  H.  Groocock  in  May  1834  assigned  the  i 
Prince  Le  Boo,  according  to  the  forms  prescribed 
Messrs.  Willis  and  Swainson  for  monies  then  due 
Messrs.  Lowe  and  Groocock ;  and  in  June  in  the  s 
year  William  Austen  Groocock,  acting  under  a  power 
attorney  from  Edward  Lowe  and  Charles  Harris 
cockj  transferred  the  two  other  ships,  namely,  the  Mkr^ 
and  the  William  Pitt,  to  Messrs.  Willis  and  Swain^ 
for  monies  then  due  from  Lffme  and  Groocock  to  Mes^ 
WiUis  and  Swainson. 


e 
»f 


a 
n 


es 


The  two  ships,  the  Prince  Le  Boo  and  the  Ma^^ 
were  afterwards  transferred  to  persons  made  Defends- 
to  the  cause  by  supplemental  bill,  who  were  purch 
for  valuable   consideration  and  without   notice, 
other  ship,  the  William  Pitt,  was  wrecked,  and  the 
signees  of  WiUis  and  Swainson,  who  had  become  ba^ 
rupts,  received  the  monies  due  on  the  policies  on  this  sh  ^  ^* 


In  October  1834  William  Austen  Groocock  becam 
bankrupt,  at  which  time  the  partnership  was  consid 
ably  indebted  to  him ;  and  the  Plaintiffs,  who  were 

assign* 
(a)  Section  H. 


is 


i 


CSASES  IN  CHANCERY.  SS7 

filed  this  bill  against  fVillts  and  Swainson,  and  1888. 
tental  bill  against  their  assignees  and  the  pur- 
)m  them  of  the  two  ships  called  the  Maria  and 
f  Booy  insisting,  in  effect,  that  the  transfers  by 
iOwe  and  Charles  Harris  Groocock  passed  only 
est  in  the  ships,  and  were  ineffectual  to  pass 
of  William  Austen  Groocock;  and  the  Plain- 
ssignees  of  William  Austen  Groocock^  claimed 
in  the  ships;  the  bill  prayed  a  declaration 
issignmcnts  passed  the  interest  only  to  which 
Harris  Groocock  and  Edward  Lonoe  might,  on 
partnership  accounts,  be  found  entitled,  and 
uential  directions* 

mberton  and  Mr.  Bethellj  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
y  that  according  to  the  true  construction  of 
r  registering  British  vessels,  any  number  of 
rtners  named  in  the  registry  might  hold  a 
the  name  of  such  house  or  copartnership," 
stinguishing  the  proportionate  interest  of  each 
^ners.  That  in  this  case,  the  ships  bad  been 
in  the  name  of  the  partnership  firm,  and  by 
ist  be  deemed  partnership  property,  and  go- 
the  same  rules,  both  at  law  and  equity,  as 
and  governed  all  other  partnership  property ; 
ords,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  insert  on 
y  the  name  of  all  the  partners,  but  that  the 
ome  of  such  partners  coupled  with  the  de- 
f  the  partnership  firm,  was  sufiicient  to  make 
partnership  property,  and  to  subject  them  to 
3s,  at  law  and  equity,  which  were  applicable 
irtnership  property ;  that  it  was  therefore  im- 
hether  the  name  of  William  Austen  Groocock 
m  the  registry,  if  the  name  of  the  firm  ap- 
re.  That  the  property  in  the  ships  being  subject 
3  rules  as  affected  other  paitnership  property, 
kS  clear,  that  although  one  partner  could  bind 

Aa  S  his 
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1888*  bis  copartners  by  a  bill  or  other  negotiable  instrument 
not  under  seal,  yet  that  he  could  not  bind  his  copartners 
by  deed;  that  the  transfer  affected  the  share  of  JViUiam 
JLcme  and  Charles  Harris  Groocock  alone,  and  that  th< 
assignees  of  William  Austen  Groocock  were  consequently 
entitled  to  his  share. 

They  contended  that  Willis  and  Swainsonhsd  notice  o 
the  interest  of  William  Austen  Groocock  in  the  partner 
ship,  and  that  he  was  in  fact  a  partner  at  the  time  whei 
the  transfer  of  the  ship  in  question  took  place ;  and  the; 
cited  Priddy  v*  Itose  {a)  to  shew  that  the  assignee  of  i 
chose  in  action  took  it  subject  to  all  equities* 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Walker^  contra^  for  the  bs 
signees  of  Willis  and  Sxminson^  contended,  as  to  the  shij 
the  Prince  Le  Booy  that  the  property  in  it,  whethei 
bought  with  partnership  assets  or  not,  must  be  con* 
sidered  both  at  law  and  in  equity  as  the  property  of  thosi 
persons  only,  in  whose  name  it  had  been  registered ;  tha 
it,  therefore,  wholly  belonged  to  Edward  Lowe  an 
Charles  Harris  Groocock^  and  passed  by  their  assignmea 
to  Messrs.  Willis  and  Swainson  unaffected  by  any  equi** 
in  favour  of  their  partner. 

That  the  exceptions  contained  in  the  thirty-secpzz 
section,  in  favour  of  partners,  applied  only  to  such 
were  ^*  named  and  described  iu'  such  registry,"  and 
to  such  persons,  it  was  not  necessary  to  distingu. 
their  proportionate  shares ;  but  that  this  exception  mM 
not  in  terms  relieve  nor  was  it  intended  that  it  sho^« 
relieve  partners,  from  the  obligation  imposed  upon  otI3 
persons  of  having  their  names  on  the  registry. 

That  as  to  the  other  ships,  William  Austen  Groo^^^ 
had  himself  concurred  in  the  transfer. 


(a)  3  Mer,  86. 
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liey  insisted  that  the  positive  denial  of  Willis  and        18S8. 
insoTif  of  all  notice  of  WiUiam  Austen  Groocock  beinjr     ^^^"^^^""^^ 

C)LAT£& 

*ested  in   the  partnership   at  the  time  when  the  t;. 

ifer  took  place,  had  not  been  rebutted  by  any  evi-       Willis. 

[r.  Tinneyj   Mr.  Temple    and    Mr.  TiUotson^    for 
r  parties. 

"he  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  observing  that  he  had       Nov.  lo. 
over  the  act  in  question,  called  upon  the  Plaintiff's 
isel  for  a  reply  especially  as  to  its  construction. 

[r.  PemberfoTij  in  reply.  The  Plaintiffs  contend  that 
tarn  Austen  Groocock  was  a  partner  in  the  house,  this 
*oved  by  the  deed,  and  it  is  clearly  established  that 
is  and  Swainson  knew  that  he  was  a  partner,  from  a 
r  written  to  them  by  William  Lowe  and  Charles 
ris  Groocock,  wherein  he  is  called  "  our  William 
en  Groocockj*  which  in  the  mercantile  language 
Qs  our  partner.  [Mr.  Kindersley.  It  is  positively 
ed  by  the  answer  that  they  had  such  notice  previous 
le  transfer.]  Then  comes  the  main  difficulty  in  this 
;  we  allege  that  the  ships  were  partnership  pro- 
jT ;  WiUiam  Austen  Groocock^s  name  was  not  on  the 
;ter,  the  names  of  the  other  partners  were  on  the 
{ter;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  meaning  of 
32d  section  is,  that  it  shall  not  be  necessary  that  the 
e  of  the  individual  partners  shall  appear  on  the 
ttry,  or  that  the  names  of  all  the  firm  need  not 
ar  when  the  name  of  the  partnership  is  on  the 
itry.  If  the  latter  be  the  construction,  then  the 
Qtiffs  contend  that  the  deed  executed  by  the  other 
oers,  could  not  affect  the  share  of  William  Austen 
xockj  because  one  partner  cannot  act  for  or  bind  his 
rtner,  in  any  matter  which  requires  the  solemnity 
deed,  as  he  can  by  bill  and  other  instrument  not 

A  a  ^  under 


S60 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1838. 


under  seal.  That  which  the  other  partners  had  po 
to  assign,  was  their  share  subject  to  the  claims  of  tli 
partner ;  and  if  the  accounts  of  the  partnership  were  n 
taken,  it  would  turn  out  that  William  Austen  Gi 
is  entitled  to  the  whole  interest  in  the  ships. 


er 

eir 

w 

k 


A. 

jr- 
tb 
r- 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  assignees  of  WiUiam 

Groococky  to  establish  a  claim  to  certain  ships  wli 

were  registered  in   the   names  of  Edward  Lowe 

Charles  Harris  Groococky  and  are  alleged  to  be  a  p 

of  the  property  of  a  partnership  consisting  of  W^ 

Groocock,  E.  Lawc^  and  C  H.  Groocock.    The  partn 

ship  is  said  to  have  been  constituted  by  a  deed  of  the 

of  March  1828,  but  when  it  was  executed  does  not 

tainly  appear.     It  appears  that  the  business  was  cari^^ 

on  in  Neio  Brunswick  by  E.  Lowe  and  C  H.  Groocock^  a-  ^^d 

it  was  by  them  that  these  ships  were  purchased.     Tl»  ^ 

made  oath  that  they  were  sole  owners,  and  the  sb^JP^ 

were  registered  in  their  names.     Willis  and  Swain^^^^ 

were  agents  to  Messrs.  Lffwe  and  Groocock^  and  th  ^J 

were  originally  sole  Defendants  to  the  cause.     Vario 

transactions  took  place  between  the  two  firms,  and- 

very  considerable  balance  became  due  to   Willis 

Swainson  from  Ijowe  and  Groocock. 


ch 
od 


a 
d 


In   1834  Lowe  and  Groocock  became  embarrass 
and    Willis  and  Swainson  were  desirous  of  obtain  i^ 
security  for  the  balance,  and  two  of  these  ships  w 
assigned  to  Willis  and  Swaitison  as  a  security;  twc^ 
them,  the  Maria  and  the  William  Pitt^  by  W.  A* 
cock  himself,  who  received  a  power  of  attorney, 
by  virtue  of  that  power  of  attorney,  which  treated 
other  partners  as  sole  owners,  he  made  the  assij 
ments. 


d, 


re 
of 
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he  question  really  is,  whether  W.  A.  Groocock  ever 
and  whether  his  assignees  now  have  any  title  to 
»hips;  and  it  depends  on  the  statute  of  the  6  G.  4. 
0.  I  think  it  is  clear  that  the  names  of  all  the  part- 
must  appear  on  th^  register ;  but  the  name  of  the 
Qership  firm  may  also  be  added,  and  then  the  re- 
live shares  in  the  ships  to  which  the  partners  are 
idually  entitled  need  not  be  defined.  In  that  state 
iogs  fV»  A.  Groocock  never  had  a  legal  title  to  these 
;;  the  title  was  vested  in  other  persons,  and  it  ap- 
ing that  the  Plaintiffs  have  now  no  equitable  title, 
3ill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs,  (a) 


1838. 


The  point  decided  in  the 
I  referred  to  in  Abbott  on 
\a»t  Ships,  p.  34.,  in  thefol- 
g  terms: — 

"he  32d  section,  before 
dy  contains  a  provision  re- 
ig  partners  in  trade,  allow- 
tiem  to  be  joint  owners 
taking  their  property  part- 
ip  property,  both  at  law 
I  equity ;  and  it  seems  that 
partners  are  to  be  con- 
d  as  one  person  only,  in 


estimating  the  number  of  thirty- 
two  persons  mentioned  in  the 
35d  section,  which  speaks  of 
tenants  in  common;  probably, 
also,  the  name  of  each  partner 
must  be  mentioned  and  described 
in  the  registry ;  the  safer  mode 
certainly  will  be  to  name  them 
all  in  the  registry,  and  this  will 
be  the  most  effectual  mode  of 
shewing  that  the  whole  interest 
is  BrUiihr 


COTTRELL  v.  WATKINS. 


1839. 
March  7,  8« 


)RD  KENSINGTON  and  the  Defendant   Mr.  A  good  title 
WaikinSf  respectively,  purchased  fi-om  the  Plaintiff  ^l^^  esute^ 

in  portions  of  the  tithes  of  the  parish  of  Langhame^  although  the 
n  ^  »  II  1  origin  cannot 

s  county  of  Carmarthen,  and  by  agreement  between  be  shewn  by 
parties,   Mr.  IVatkiiis  was  to  give  an  indemnity  ^'I^  ^^^  ?*" 

St  certain  charges  hereafter  stated  which  affected  mustbeshewn, 

the  ^^^^  there  has 
me  jjggjj  gy^jj  ^ 

mioterrupted  possession,  enjoyment  and  dealing  with  the  property,  as  afibrd  a 
lable  presumption  that  there  is  an  absolute  title  in  fee  simple. 
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18S9.  the  tithes  purchased  by  Lord  Kensington^  out  of  fire 

^^^^^  hold  hereditaments  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee  simp 

p.  with  powers  of  distress  and  entry  for  securing  the  d 

w ATKNs.  performance  of  the  indemnity. 

By  the  decree,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  set 
a  proper  and  sufficient  mdemnity  to  be  given  by  Wi 
kins  to  the  Defendant  Lord  Kensingtonj  against  1 
costs  and  charges  of  repairing  the  parish  chorch 
Langhame^  the  yearly  sum  of  65/.  payable  to  the  \vi 
of  the  said  parish,  the  payment  of  the  tenths,  sab 
dies,  proxies,  synodals,  and  all  other  pajrments,  duti< 
charges,  taxes  and  impositions  wherewith  the  said  pi 
sonage  was  or  should  be  charged  or  chargeable. 

The  Master  approved  of  an  indemnity  on  an  estf 
belonging  to  Watkins  producing  100/.  a  year,  and 
which  he  reported  Watkins  had  a  good  title.  Lo 
Kensington  took  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report,  fir 
on  the  ground  that  a  good  title  to  the  property  in  que 
tion  had  not  been  shewn ;  and  secondly,  that  the  esti 
was  not  of  sufficient  value. 

The  estate,  it  appeared,  had  been  devised  to  t 
Defendant  Watkins  by  the  will  of  a  Mr.  Uoyd^  wl 
died  in  1812;  and  with  the  exception  of  this  will,  i 
other  documentary  evidence  of  title  was  produced ;  b 
the  title  was  supported  by  evidence  of  there  being  i 
title  deeds,  and  of  the  long  possession  of  the  testat 
Uoydj  which  was  to  the  following  effect :  -— 

A  gentleman,  who  had  acted  as  solicitor  for  Hoyi  1 
twenty  years  preceding  his  death  (from  1792  to  181^ 
and,  since  his  death,  for  Watkins^  deposed,  that  durii 
that  time  '^  Lloyd  was  in  the  possession  '*  of  the  pi 
perty,  ^^  as  the  owner  thereof  in  fee  simple,  and  i 

pone 
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ponent  verily  believed  him  to  be  such ;"  that  it  was  an 
old  fiunily  estate  belonging  to  and  in  the  possession  of 
the  said  «/•  Um/d^s  &ther  during  the  whole  of  his  life- 
time^ « as  the  deponent  had  been  informed  and  verily 
believed;*'  that  on  the  death  of  Lioyd  he  perused  his 
deedsi  &C9  but  no  document  relating  to  the  estate  was 
fi>iiiid,  and  that  no  assurance  could  now  be  found  to 
evidence  the  seisin  oi  Lloyd;  that  he  had  examined  the 
laud  tax  assessments,  which  were  very  imperfect;  but 
that  he  had  found  UqydPs  name  as  proprietor,  aiid 
JPric^s  name  as  occupier  during  the  years  1799,  1801, 
1809,  1805,  1809  and  1810. 


86S 


18S9. 


COTTRELL 
V. 

Watkins. 


Pricej  another  witness,  aged  sixty-four,  stated  he  had 
known  the  property  sixty  years  and  upwards,  having 
lived  in  an  adjoining  farm  until  he  was  thirty-four 
years  of  age.  That  the  farm,  from  the  time  when 
he  first  knew  the  same,  to  the  death  of  John  Uoyd^  was 
the  property  of  John  Uoyd^  and  ^^  had  been  so,  as  de- 
ponent believed,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  for  eighty- 
five  years,  Lloyd  having  died  at  the  age  of  ninety-five 
years ;  that  fVaikins  had  been  in  possession  ever  since 
UUnfS%  death,  and  that  deponent  had  been  his  tenant 
&r  seventeen  years. 

A^nother  witness,  aged  sixty-two,  the  son  of  a  former 
<)ccupier,  stated  that  he  lived  on  the  farm  from  his  birth 
(1774)  till  1807,  and  had  frequently  seen  receipts  in  his 
iter's  possession,  given  by  Lioyd  to  his  father  for  rent, 

>^  that  Lkn^  was  always  considered  to  be  the  owner 

o(  the  said  premises. 

The  testator,  by  his  will,  devised  all  his  landed  pro- 
perty in  the  hundred  of  Builth  (in  which  the  property 
ill  question  was  situate)  to  the  Defendant  Watkins^  who 
mtt  hu  hdr  at  law,  and  who  had  been  in  undisturbed 
fOBsessxoxk  since  1812. 

Mr. 


364 
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COTTRELL 

V. 
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Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  J.  Romilly^  in  support  d 
exceptions,  contended,  that  the  Defendant  was  boar 
give  an  indemnity  upon  an  estate  to  which  there  fi 
clear  unexceptionable  title  for  sixty  years,  properly 
denced  by  deeds  and  other  documents ;  that  it  had  m 
this  case,  been  shewn,  what  the  nature  of  Uoydfs 
was ;  he  might  have  been  tenant  for  life,  and  there  n 
now  be  remainders  vested  in  persons  who  were  in 
or  under  disability,  against  whom  time  would  not 
nor  the  Statutes  of  Limitations  operate ;  that  there 
nothing  to  shew  that  Uoyd  was  not  a  trustee 
of  the  estate;  that  the  land  tax  assessments,  Uu 
shewing  the  occupation  of  a  tenant,  were  not  evid 
of  the  title  of  the  landlord ;  that  this  estate,  the  titi 
which  was  evidenced  by  no  document,  not  even  bj 
leases,  and  was  not  even  referred  to,  by  name,  k 
will  of  Uoyd^  was  insufficient  in  point  of  title,  for 
purpose  of  indemnity. 


They  contended,  secondly,  that  the  value  of 
estate  was  inadequate,  as  it  did  not  appear  what 
the  amount  of  dues,  &c.  payable,  beyond  the  ^SU 
able  to  the  vicar ;  in  addition  to  which  the  rental  o 
diminish,  and  the  repairs  of  the  chancel  might  ex 
the  surplus  rents  after  payment  of  the  ^Sl.  and  due 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bigg^  contra^  for  the  Del 
ant  Watkins* 

The  reference  to  the  Master  was  not  to  report 
ther  a  good  title  could  be  made  to  this  property, 
to  approve  of  an  indemnity  to  be  given  to  Lord 
sington. 


It  is  not  the  usual  practice  to  require  the  same  e 
or  the  same  accuracy  of  proof  of  title,  where  pro 
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is  proposed  as  an  indemnity  against  a  contingent  loss,        1839. 
which  may  never  occur,  as  is  necessary  in  the  case  of  a 
mortgage  or  purchase:  a  purchaser  or  mortgagee  is  «, 

entitled  to  have  a  good  marketable  title,  while  for  the     Watkns. 
purpose  of  an  indemnity,  a  primA  facie  good  holding  title 
is  sufficient. 

The  late  stat.  of  the  S  &  4  ff.  4f.  c.  27*  has  abridged 
the  time  during  which  a  party  can  recover  land,  the 
olreme  limit  is  now  forty  years:  the  effect  of  this 
legislative  enactment  is  to  diminish  the  extent  of  title 
farmerly  necessary  to  be  shewn,  and  now  a  forty  years' 
title  ought  to  be  deemed  a  marketable  title,  {a)  In  all 
cases  there  may  be  outstanding  estates,  but  here  there 
is  no  suggestion  or  ground  of  suspicion  that  any  exist* 

Watkins  has  been  in  undisturbed  possession  of  the 

property  for  twenty-seven  years,  and  there  is  evidence 

of  reputation  of  the  ownership  of  Uoi/d  and  Watkins  for 

^re  than  100  years*     It  has  been  decided  that  the 

''tence  of  title  deeds  does  not  necessarily  make  a  title 

"■d.  (J)     iThe  Master  of  the  Rolls.     I  am  far  from 

'"inking  otherwise.]     Conveyancers  consider  the  land 

^  assessments  as  evidence  of  seisin. 

^^,  Kinderdofy  in  reply,  was  stopped  by 

3%  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  said,  I  think  that  the 

^^d^nce  here  is  not  sufficient,  because  it  rests  upon 

UTOrmation   and  belief;  I  am   perfectly  satisfied  that 

"^^^  are  good  titles  in  which  the  origin  can  not  be 

wtwn  by  any  deed  or  will ;  but  then  you  must  sliew 

sOQiething  that  is  satisfactory  to  the  mind  of  the  Court, 

'-^that  these  has  been  such  a  long  uninterrupted  pos- 

session, 

(«;  1  Sugdoi  r.  ^  p.  330.        (&)  1  PreitorCs  AbtL  23. 
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cottrbll 
Watkins. 


session,  enjoyment  and  dealing  with  the  propert; 
to  afford  a  reasonable  presumption  that  there  is 
absolute  title  in  fee  simple.  Now  it  rests  here  oi 
information  and  belief  of  this  gentleman,  without  sti 
the  circumstances  upon  which  his  information  and  I 
rest :  I  think  that  he  ought  to  have  stated  the  cin 
stances  to  have  enabled  the  Court  to  judge  of  them 
to  state  his  belief,  but  to  bring  to  the  Court  the  m 
of  founding  a  presumption :  I  do  not  think  that  the 
dence  here  is  sufficient,  and  on  that  ground  it  is,  tl 
allow  these  exceptions. 


I  confess  I  do  not  see  any  reason  to  think  that 
property  may  not  be  of  ample  value  for  the  purpos 
indemnity.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  property  is  i 
cient  in  point  of  value ;  on  the  other  point  I  think 
case  must  go  back  to  the  Master. 


Mr.  Kijidersley  proposed,  that  in  referring  the  mi 
back  to  the  Master  to  review  his  report,  liberty  sh 
be  given  to  receive  further  evidence. 


Where  a 
matter  is  re- 
ferred back  to 
the  Master,  he 
is  at  liberty, 
without  spe- 
cial order,  to 
receive  further 
evidence 
thereon. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
Master  has  a  right  to  do  so  without  special  order, 
if  the  parties  desire  it,  he  ought  to  receive  fresh  evidc 
I  believe  there  has  been  a  difference  of  opinion  amo 
the  Masters  on  this  point.  The  doubt  arose  in  co 
quence  of  one  of  the  general  orders  (a),  which  dii 
that  the  Master  shall  not  receive  further  evidence, 
issuing  his  warrant  on  preparing  his  report ;  but  it  w 
be  absurd  to  send  a  matter  back  to  the  Master  anc 
let  him  receive  any  further  evidence  upon  it. 


(a)  67th  order  (1828),  2  Rutt.  App.  23. 
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1889. 


PADMORE  V.  BODFIELD.  F^.  ii.  21. 

^T^HE  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  29th  of  August  On  the  26th 

•*-    1837,  and  an  answer  was  put  in  thereto  on  the  Jhe'pi^ntfff^' 

SOth  of  October  in  the  same  year :  no  further  proceed-  uudertook, 

ings  baving  been  taken  by  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendant,  plication  t 

on  the  26th  oi  April  1838,  moved  to  dismiss  the  Plain-  speed  (see  the 

tiff's  bill,  on  which  occasion  the  Plaintiff  undertook  to  sthof  itfovhe 

speed  in  the  usual  form,  that  is,  "  it  was  ordered  that  ^*!J*  *  "JP": 
Y^  A  .  cation,  but  he 

the  Plaintiff  should  me  a  replication,  serve  subpoenas  to  neither  sued 

rijoia  and  obtain  and  serve  an  order  for  a  commission  m^ssfon^nor 

to  Guunine  witnesses,  if  he  should  require  such  commis-.  ^^^  lie  take 

sion,  within  three  weeks  from  that  time;  and  give  rules  steps:  on  the 

to  produce  witnesses  and  pass  publication  in  Michaelmas  ^'*'  ofFebru- 

term  then  next,  and  set  the  cause  down  tor  hearmg  and  the  motion  of 

serve  sabpcmas  to  hear  judgment  in  Hilary  term  1389;  Jhe^-J^JJ,^"** 

or,   in  default  thereof,  that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  sli  )uld  dismissed  with 

stand  dUmissed  with  coste/'  ^^^J^  ^^"^ 

cution. 

On  the  8th  of  May  1838  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  repli- 
cation; but  he  neither  sued  out  a  commission  to  examine 
witnesses  nor  took  any  further  proceedings  in  the  cause. 

On  the  11th  of  Febrtiaty  1839, 

J^4r.  TotteTj  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  moved  that 
the  bill  should  be  dismissed  with  costs,  for  want  of  pro- 
.'^^tioQ  and  for  noncompliance  with  the  undertaking. 

^.  Stevenson^  contra^  relied  on  the  fact  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's requiring  no  commission  to  examine  witnesses,  as 
tfliuDg  the  case  out  of  the  16th  and  17th  general  orders 

o{m\.{a) 

The 

(a)  1  Rusu  ^  M.110. 


368  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S9.  ITie  Master  of  the  Rolls  ordered  this  cause  to    ^ 

^^^'^'^"^  over  to  inquire  as  to  the  practice;  and  on  the  2-3 

A  AD  MORE 

V.  Febntary  "^  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs,  (a) 

BODFIELD* 


1838. 

Nov.  26.  BRICKNELL  v.  STAMFORD. 

JD«?.  17. 


The  Plaintifl;      A    MOTION,  made  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  havi 
arrested  under    /\    ,  ^       ,     .  ,  ,  , 

an  attachment  been  refused  with  costs,  the  costs  were  taxed,  a 

ju^outby the  ^^  attachment  for  nonpayment  was  sued  out  by  the  I 
ivhich  was        fendant ;  under  this  attachment  the  Plaintiff  was  arresi 

alSrfSwe.^  a"^  imprisoned  for  a  day. 

gularity, 

action  for  On  the  22d  of  November  the  certificate  of  the  MasI 

false  imprison-  toirether  with  the  subpoena  and  the  attachment  were 

raent  aeainst         f  ,  i     .       .       i 

Defendant.       aside,  for  an  irregularity  in  the  mode  of  taxation ;  a 

^?aiwd"the^  the  Defendant  was  ordered  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff, 
action  and        costs,  charges,  and  expenses  occasioned  thereby,  and 
the*^  Master  to    ^^  application:  the  Court  at  the  same  time  intimat 

settle  a  proper  tiiat  no  action  ought  to  be  brought  for  false  impris< 
compensation. 

Where  a        ment. 
party  is  ar« 
rested  by 

virtue  of  the         The  Plaintiff,  however,  commenced  an  action  agai 
Co"!?^^^^  the  Defendant  in  the  Common  Pleas,  for  the  recovi 

turns  out  to     of  damages  for  the  false  imprisonment. 

be  irregular, 
he  may  apply 

to  the  Court,        Mr.  Kifiderslev  and  Mr.  Beales.  on  behalf  of  the  I 

either  for  a        -     ,  i   i.  ... 

reference  to     tendant^  now  moved  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  \ 

the  Master  to  Plaintiff  from  prosecutini;  the  action  at  law,  and  t 

settle  a  proper    ,      ^i,  .      -«      ; 

compensation,  the  Plaintiff  might  be  directed  to  pay  to  the  Defendi 

or  for  liberty 
to  bring  an 

action.  j^j  g^g  DflwtV//  v.  Ataten,  8  Si-     3  Mtflne  St  Cr.  168.;  S  Dam 

mons,    19.;   Crooke   v.    Trc/y,      CA.  Pr.  576.  n.  ^ 
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bisi  costs  of  the  application  and  of  the  action  at  law: 
(Jicgr  cited  Frawd  v.  Lawrence  (a),  Ckalie  v,  Pickering,  (b) 

^IVIr.  Pemberton  contended,  that  tliis  was  not  like  the 

«  of  an  action  being  brought  against  an  oflScer  of  the 

urt ;  that  the  Plaintifif  had  a  right  to  commence  and 

ceed  with  his  action,  until  an  application  had  been 

de  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Court  to  stay  the  pro- 

^^e^dings  at  law ;  that  the  Plaintiff  was,  therefore,  at  all 

^v-^Dts,  entitled  to  his  costs  of  this  application,  and  of 

th.^  proceedings  at  law  to  the  present  time.     He  said  he 

not  aware  of  any  case,  in  which  an  application  had 

n  made,  in  the  -first  instance,  by  the  party  irregularly 

^nciprisoned,  for  leave  to  go  before  the  Master  to  settle 

^  oompensation ;  and  that  it  was  very  desirable  that  it 

should  be  known,  whether,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 

^   party  was  at  liberty  to  apply  before  action  brought, 

i^r  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  settle  a  compensation. 

^Hie  Master  qfthe  Rolls  said,  that  the  Plaintiff  might 

"^v^c  come  to  the  Court,  either  for  a  reference  to  the 

^^9>ster  to  settle  the  amount  of  compensation  for  the 

*HJ  •-try  suffered,  or  for  liberty  to  bring  an  action,  and 

^"^►^  he  ought  to  liave  done  so  in  this  instance :  that  this 

^^•^  a  case  in  which  the  Plaintiff  knew,  that  if  he  brought 

*^    action,  the  Defendant  would  apply  to  this  Court  to 

*^3^  the  proceedings,  and  that  therefore  the  Plaintiff 

^^"•^Id*  not  be  allowed  his  costs  at  law ;  but  a  reference 

^   ^le  Master  ought  now  to  be  made,  to  ascertain  what 

^m^  a  proper  compensation,  by  way  of  damages,  for  the 

^^^'^^t  and  imprisonment,  which,  with  the  costs  of  this 

^Implication,  must  be  paid  by  the  Defendant. 


18S8. 


Bricknell 
Stamfobd. 


(fl)  IJ.^W.  655, 


(b)  1  Keen,  749. 


You  I. 
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1839.  The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  WILKINSON  -«N. 

March  15. 


A  chanty  was  rriHE  original  foundation  of  the  charity  which 
founded  "for       1,.^^,.     .-  ^  ,. 

the  relief  of  *  subject  of  this  information  was  not  proved;  b 

c*?"^??^H^  appeared  "  that  by  a  decree  of  the  Chancellor  of 
that  the  cha-  Duchy  of  Lancaster  and  others,  the  commissioners 
oueh"to  be  compounding  with  his  Majesty's  tenants  and  copyhol 
exclusively  of  the  manor  of  Slaidburti,  bearing  date  the  22d  of 
rel?ef^of  par-^  v«w&r  in  the  17th  James  1.,  it  was,  amongst  o 
ties  not  re-  things,  ordered  and  decreed,  that  there  should  be 
rocbial  relief,    signed  and  set  out  for  the  copyholders,  freeholders 

inhabitants  within  the  township  of  Slaidbum^  parcels  of 
the  said  manor,  550  acres,  parcel  of  the  common  of 
Champion^  whereof  there  was  to  be  set  out  and  alIott^^» 
.  to  and  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  township  qfSler  -^»" 
bum  Jar  ever,  three-score  acres,  at  the  rate  of  6d* 
every  acre." 


or 


ui 


-^ 


This   information   was  filed  against  the  trustees 
whom  these  charity  lands  were  vested,  on  the  certificai 
of  the  charity  commissioners  under  the  2  fV.^.  c.  57^ 
alleging  that  the  rents  of  these  charity  estates  had  h^v^^ 
applied  principally  towards  the  relief  of  poor  receiviu 
parish  relief,  and  were  substituted  for  that  relief  which 
would  otherwise  be  supplied  from  the  parish  funds* 

The  information  prayed  a  declaration,  ^^  that  accord- 
ing to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  decree  of  the 
22d  of  November  J  17  James  1.,  those  only  of  the  poor  of 
SLaidburn  were  entitled  to  participate  in  the  benefits  of 
the  charity  who  did  not  receive  relief  firom  rates  assessed 
for  the  poor,"  and  for  consequential  directions. 

The 
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trnstees,  by  their  answer,  stated  they  belieyed        1839. 
income  of  the  lands  was  not  wholly  substituted     ^^nf^*^ 
relief  which  would  otherwise  be  supplied  from     Attornby- 
)h  funds ;  and  that  though  that  was  to  a  certain      General 
le  case,  there  were  other  cases  in  which  persons    Wilkinsok. 
ither  forego  the  relief  afforded  by  the  aforesaid 
on  of  such  income,  than  go  to  the  workhouse, 
licb  persons  would  not  receive  relief  to  the  same 
*om  the  parish. 

^emberton  and  Mr.  Blunt  contended  that  it  had 
tied  by  the  authorities,  that  where  property  was 
•r  the  benefit  of  the  poor,  it  was  an  improper 
ion  of  the  charity  funds,  to  apply  them  to  the 
the  poor  receiving  parochial  relief,  or  in  aid  of 
*  rates,  by  means  of  which  the  rich  and  not  the 
lefitted.  In  the  At torruy^  General  v.  Clarke  {a) ^ 
he  gift  was  to  the  poor  inhabitants  of  St.  heO' 
Shoreditch^  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir  C 
afler  stating  that,  ^^  as  it  could  not  be  intended 
:  poor  inhabitants  which  were  relieved  by  the 
ihould  have  benefit  by  that  legacy,  which,  in 
ould  be  giving  to  the  rich  and  not  to  the  poor,'' 
I,  that  the  distribution  of  the  legacies  was  to 
med  to  the  poor  inhabitants  of  St.  LeonartPs^ 
ck^  not  receiving  alms  (of  the  said  parish) ;  and 
red  a  scheme  to  be  laid  before  the  Master  for 
stribution.  So  in  The  Attorney -General  v.  The 
Hon  of  Exeter  {b)  it  was  held  by  Sir  John  Leach^ 
srwards  by  Liord  Lyndhurst,  that  the  rents  of 
ven  ^*  for  the  aid  and  relief  of  the  poor  citizens 
abitants  of  Exeter  who  were  heavily  burthened 
irm  rents  of  that  city  and  other  impositions  and 

talliages," 

imlder,  4S2.  (6)  2  Ru$t.  45.  S.  C.  3  Ra^t,  395. 

Bb  2 
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The 

Attorney- 

Genb&al 

Vm 

Wilkinson. 
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talliagest''  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  relief  of  the  poor 
inhabitants  of  Exeter  not  receiving  parish  relief:  Lord 
Lyndhurst^  in  giving  judgment,  observing,  "  If  the  rents 
were  given  in  support  of  the  poor  who  receive  parish 
reliefy  they  would  be  applied  in  aid  of  the  rich."  Again, 
in  The  Attomey^General  ▼.  Gutchj  Reg.  lib.  A.  1830, 
fol.  2720  (a),  where  the  rents  of  lands  were  given  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Clemenfs^  in  the 
suburbs  of  the  city  of  Oxford,  it  was  declared,  that  such 
rents  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  relief  of  poor  inhabit- 
ants of  that  parish  not  receiving  parochial  relief. 


Mr.  Walker,  contrh,  contended  that  it  had  never  been 
decided  that  poor  persons  receiving  parochial  relief  were 
to  be  wholly  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  a  charity  fund 
given  for  the  poor ;  that  from  the  observations  of  Lord 
Eldon,  during  the  argument  of  the  case  of  The  Attorney^ 
General  v.  The  Corporation  of  Exeter  (b\  it  was  clear  that 
he  entertained  a  dififerent  opinion ;  and  his  remarks  on  a 
subsequent  occasion  (c)  shewed  that  he  had  not  changed 
that  opinion ;  the  terms  of  the  gift,  too,  in  that  case^ 
were  peculiar,  being  for  those  who  were  heavily  bur- 
thened  by  fee  farm  rents  of  the  city  of  Exeter  and  other 
impositions  and  talliages,  and  must  have  been  the  found- 
ation of  the  order  made  in  that  case.  In  the  'AJttomej^ 
General  v.  Clarke,  the  bequest  was  to  the  **poor  in- 
habitants," here  the  charity  was  expressly  *'  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor."  The  foundation  of  this  charity 
was  previous  to  the  statute  of  the  48  EXiz.  c.  2.  com- 
pelling the  parishioners  to  provide  for  the  poor,  and 
there  was  nothing  in  that  statute  to  alter  the  previous 
mode  of  application  of  these  charity  funds:    he  also 

referred 


f>^ 


(a)  Sh^ford^a  Mortmain^  628. 
(6)  SiRuti.Sl. 


(c)  Page  55. 
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ferred  to  the  cases  of  Doe  dem.  Hindson  v.  Ke7ri/  (a) 
d.  ne  Attomey^General  v.  The  Corporation  of  Ber- 
(i),  Wilkinson  v.  Malin.  (c) 


'jFhe  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  think  that  the  course 
hich  has  been  followed  by  this  Court,  in  a  series  of 
C3cas«8  and  for  a  great  length  of  time,  does  not  leave  me 
c^t:.  J  iberty  to  consider  this  as  an  open  question.  There 
bca.vc  been  so  many  cases  before  this  Court  which  have 
Ti  fully  argued  and  have  been  acquiesced  in,  that  I  do 
^  think  that  it  can  now  be  contended,  that  those  who 
s  in  the  receipt  of  parochial  relief  are  entitled  to  the 
of  a  charity  intended  for  the  poor.  In  such 
it  was  never  intended  that  the  charity  should 
directly  benefit  the  rich,  although,  it  is  true,  that  you 
<^aii  in  no  way  benefit  the  poor  without  at  the  same 
t-iKne^  to  a  certain  extent,  relieving  the  rich,  either  as  to 
^I^eir  legal  duty  or  their  moral  obligations. 

In  some  of  the  cases,  the  charity  funds  had  been  ap- 
plied in  aid  of  the  poor  rates,  and  by  this  mode,  in  relief 
^hose  who  were  bound  by  law  to  pay  them,  and  the 
Urt  thought  it  necessary  to  prevent  such  an  abuse. 
^^   ^n  additional  gift  were  made  to  poor  persons  who 
^^<^«ived  relief  from  the  parish,  there  might  be  no  ob- 
J^^^ion  to  such  additional  gift ;  but  in  some  cases  which 
*^a.^vc  come  before  the  Court,  charitable  funds  of  this 
^^^ciription  have  been  so  applied,  that  the  poor  have 
^^^^^^ived  merely  parish  relief,  and  no  additional  assist- 
^^^c  has  been  afforded  them:  it  was  to  prevent  this 
w^^se  that  the  Court  thought  right  to  give  the  charity 
"inds  to  persons  who,  but  for  such  gift,  would   have 
T^ceived  no  charitable  assistance. 

I  apprehend 

(a)  Duke^s  Charitable  Uses,  by  {b)  1  Tamlyn,  259. 

Bridgman,  495.  (c)  2  Cr.  <j-  Jer,  656, 

Bb  3 


1839. 


The 
Attorney- 
General 

Wilkinson. 
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1889. 


The 
Attorney- 
General 

Wilkinson. 


I  apprehend  that  it  was  under  these  circumstances 
that  the  rule  was  made  by  my  predecessors,  and  I  d 
not  think  that  I  am  now  at  liberty  to  alter  it ;  the  orde 
must  therefore  be,  that  this  fund  ought  to  be  appli 
exclusively  to  the  poor  not  receiving  parochial  relief. 


1839. 
Feb,  27. 

The  affidavit 
in  support  of 
a  motion  to 
extend  the 
common  in- 
junction 
stated,  on 
belief,  that    . 
the  answer 
would  contain 
a  discovery 
which,  with 
other  evi- 
dence, would 
enable  the 
Defendant  at 
law  to  make  a 
good  defence 
to  the  action, 
*'  or  tend  ma- 
terially to 
reduce  the 
amount  of  da- 
mages sought 
to  be  re- 
overed  there- 
by:" Held, 
tnat  this  was 
sufficient. 


BARKER  and  Others  v.  BARR. 

T^/TR.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Purvis  moved  to  extend 

common  injunction  to  stay  trial,  on  an  af&davit  c 
one  of  the  Plaintififs,  which  stated  as  follows :  ^*  tha 
he  cannot,  as  h^  is  advised  and  verily  believes,  safel 
proceed  to  trial  of  the  action  in  the  bill  mentioned,  unt 
the  Defendants  shall  have  put  in  their  answer  or  answe 
in  this  suit ;  and  that  he  expects  and  believes  that 
answer  or  answers  of  the  Defendants  will  contain 
disclosure  and  discovery  which  will,  with  other  eviden 
to  be  adduced  in  the  action,  enable  him  and  the  sai 
Richard  Barker  to  make  a  good  defence  at  law  to  t! 
said  action,  [or  tend  materially  to  reduce  the  amount 
damages  sought  to  be  recovered  thereby.**] 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  portion  between  bracke 
is  an  addition  to  the  common  form  of  affidavit  in  su 
cases,  (a) 

Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  WiUcock^  contra. 
Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  Plaintifi 
were  entitled  to  the  order  on  this  affidavit. 


(fl)  2  SfMth's  CK  Pr.  417. 
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1838. 


REEVES  V.  GILL.  dJ.m'.'.s. 

jta  ^December  1831,  tToy  mortgaged  some  property  to  ^4.  agreed  to 
Coulsofif  by  demise  for  1000  years;  in  1835,  300/.  premises  to  ^. 

inff  due  thereon  to  Coulson.  she  assigned  the  property  There  was  an 
®  .  '  °  r     r      ^    outstanding 

the  remainder  of  the  term  to  Reeves^  as  a  security  equitable  in- 

130/.     In  November  1835,  Jaj/,  with  the  concurrence  [n^^^'/ndd 

Coulson,  released  to  Reeves  his  equity  of  redemption  that  B,  was 

rte  property,  in  consideration  of  Coulson  and  Reeves  cept"a  demise 

inir  him  from  the  mortgage  debt  of  300/.  ^rom  A,  in 

®  ^  ^  which  C. 

joined;  and 

It  appeared,  that  in  Trinity  term,  1835,  an  action  of  ^?*P?M"^ 
•  ,     ,  ,  ,  .         •      tJ  r      1        ^        ^^^^^ '"  insist- 

^^otment  had  been  brought  agamst  the  Defendant  G///,  ing  on  A.  ob- 

the  several   demises   of  Jay^  Coulson  and  Reeves^  taming  a  re- 

I'ccover  a  portion  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  of  which  in  order  to  en- 
ijt  '^.i*.!  •  J  i.'Li_      able  him  alone 

had  by  mistake  taken  possession,  and  on  which  he  ^^  ^^j^^  ^ 
erected  some  buildings.  valid  demise. 


n  the  12th  of  March  1836,  an  agreement  was  come 

^r  compromising  this  action,  one  of  the  terms  of 

was,  "  J*hat  Reeves^  one  of  the  lessors  of  the 

*^*^Uiitiff,  should  demise  to  Gill  all  the  lands  (describing 

^^^ixi  and  being  those  comprised  in   the   mortgages), 

^^    the  sum  of  160/.,  to  hold  to  the  said  W.  Gill  (or 

^9-4?  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  a  pepper-corn." 

Iliis  agreement  was  signed  by  the  attorney  of  the 
***Bors  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  by  the  attorney  of  the  De- 
^dant  Gia. 

On  the  16th  of  March  1836,  Coulson  died;  the  De- 
fendant Morgan  was  her  legal  personal  representative ; 
god  in  consequence  of  a  disagreement  between  the  par- 

Bb  ^  ties 
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*    1838.        ties  as  to  the  form  of  the  lease,  this  bill  was  filed  b; 
Reeves  for  a  specific  performance. 


The  Defendant  Gill  insisted,  that  by  the  terms  of 
agreement,  the  Plaintifi*  alone  was  to  grant  the  1< 
and  that  the  Plaintifif  was  therefore  bound  to  obtain 
release  of  the  equity  of  redemption  from  Morgan^ 
representative  of  Coulson,  in  the  first  instance,  and  thi 
grant  the  lease ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  PlaintK:  .=ii 
insisted,  that  it  would  be  sufficient  if  Morgan^  who  w^  ^-a 
willing  to  concur,  joined  in  the  demise  to  the  Defendi 

A  question  was  also  raised,  as  to  who  was  to  bear  tl: 
expense  of  Morgan^s  joining  in  the  demise  or  release*. 

The  cause  now  came  on,  neither  party  having  entei 
into  evidence. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Reynolds^  for  the  Plaintifi; 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Elderton^  for  the  Defendant -^ 

GiU. 


Mr.  K.  Parker,  for  the  Defendant  Morgan. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  case  in  which  the  parties  have  an  interes 
which  is  extremely  small,  and  the  only  question  is,  wh 
is  to  bear  the  costs  of  the  suit :  there  is  really  nothi 
else  in  controversy.  I  will  read  the  pleadings  before 
decide  that  point ;  I  will,  however,  now  state  the  drcum- 
stances.  [His  Lordship  recapitulated  the  facts  of  the 
case  and  the  correspondence  between  the  parties.]  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  Defendant  would  be  equidly 
secure,  whether  the  lease  were  made  by  the  Plaintiff 

alone 
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alone  after  obtaining  a  release  from  Morgan^  or  whether  18S8. 
tlm^  demise  were  made  by  the  PlaintiiF  and  Morgan 
jointly;  and  the  only  question  which  seems  to  have 
ar'isen  between  the  parties,  was  whether  the  costs  of 
larCs  joining  should  be  paid  by  one  party  or  the 
to  have  the  matter  settled^  the  Plaintiff  has 
thought  fit  to  file  a  bill  and  have  these  expenses  in- 
cimrred. 

I  think  that  the  right  of  the  Defendant,  under  the 
agpreement,  was  to  have  an  efifectual  demise  by  Reeves 
k>T'  the  term  of  994  years,  and  this  would  have  been 
efiEiscted  by  Morgan^s  joining  in  it.  This  was  what  the 
Defendant  was  entitled  to,  and  there  must,  therefore,  be 
a  decree  for  a  specific  performance ;  but  it  does  not 
follow  that  the  Plaintifif  ought  to  have  the  costs  of  these 
proceedings.  There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  unneces- 
**^ry  litigation,  for  a  matter  which  would  only  amount  to 
*  fe^  pounds.  I  will  read  over  the  pleadings  before 
lining  the  question  of  costs. 


*e  Master  of  the  Rolls.  2>«?.  19. 

-^    liave  read  the  pleadings  and  reconsidered  the  agree- 
^^^t:  in  this  case,  and  am  of  opinion,  that  the  agreement 
^^  ^Vi^  12th  March  1836  is  so  expressed,  that  the  Defend- 
*^^  liad  great  reason  to  consider,  that  the  demise  there- 
by ^^ntemplated,  was  to  be  made  by  the  Plaintiff*  alone, 
•'^  consequently,  that  the  expense  of  the  demise,  which 
^^  Agreed  to  bear,  was  the  expense  of  a  demise  to  be 
executed  by  the  Plaintifif  alone. 

Soon  after  the  date  of  the  agreement,  it  appeared, 
and  it  is  now  properly  admitted,  that  a  demise  by  the 
Plaintiff  alone  would  not  have  been  efifectual,  by  reason 

of 
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•    1838.        ties  as  to  the  form  of  the  lease,  this  bill  was  filecT^^  ^ 
Reeves  for  a  specific  performance. 

The  Defendant  Gill  insisted,  that  by  the  terms  of  t^^  ^^ 
agreement,  the  Plaintiff  alone  was  to  grant  the  leagg-  ^^% 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  therefore  bound  to  obtain^^^^'^  ^ 
release  of  the  equity  of  redemption  from  Morgan^  if^^"^ 
representative  of  Cotdsouj  in  the  first  instance,  and  th^  ^^^ 
grant  the  lease ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  PlaintJ^^B^^ 
insisted,  that  it  would  be  sufficient  if  Morgatij  who  wt  ^i^afl 
willing  to  concur,  joined  in  the  demise  to  the  Defendarr^vit. 


A  question  was  also  raised,  as  to  who  was  to  bear  tP^^^* 
expense  of  Morgan's  joining  in  the  demise  or  release,    ^o 

The  cause  now  came  on,  neither  party  having  entei 
into  evidence. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Reynolds^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Elderton,  for  the  Defendar^*' 
GiU. 

Mr.  K.  Parker^  for  the  Defendant  Morgan. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  a  case  in  which  the  parties  have  an  inte 
which  is  extremely  small,  and  the  only  question  is,  wb^ 
is  to  bear  the  costs  of  the  suit :  there  is  really  nothi 
else  in  controversy.     I  will  read  the  pleadings  before 
decide  that  point ;  I  will^  however,  now  state  the  circum- 
stances.     [His  Lordship  recapitulated  the  facts  of  the^ 
case  and  the  correspondence  between  the  parties.]]    It 
appears  to  me  that   the  Defendant  would  be  equally 
secure,  whether  the  lease  were  made  by  the  Plaintiff 

alone 
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alone  after  obtaining  a  release  from  Morgan^  or  whether  18S8. 
the  demise  were  made  by  the  Plaintiff  and  Morgan 
jointly;  and  the  only  question  which  seems  to  have 
arisen  between  the  parties,  was  whether  the  costs  of 
JktorgatCs  joining  should  be  paid  by  one  party  or  the 
other:  to  have  the  matter  settled^  the  Plaintiff  has 
thought  fit  to  file  a  bill  and  have  these  expenses  in- 
curred. 

I  think  that  the  right  of  the  Defendant,  under  the 
A^reementy  was  to  have  an  effectual  demise  by  Reeves 
<>T'  the  term  of  994>  years,  and  this  would  have  been 
'flRsoted  by  MorgarCs  joining  in  it.  This  was  what  the 
I^^^efendant  was  entided  to,  and  there  must,  therefore,  be 
L  decree  for  a  specific  performance ;  but  it  does  not 
ollow  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  the  costs  of  these 
^^"oceedings.  There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  unneces- 
litigation,  for  a  matter  which  would  only  amount  to 

f^vr  pounds.     I  will  read  over  the  pleadings  before 

-^^rmining  the  question  of  costs. 


\e  Master  of  the  Rolls.  Bee.  19. 

have  read  the  pleadings  and  reconsidered  the  agree- 

^^^^t  in  this  case,  and  am  of  opinion,  that  the  agreement 

^  "^lie  12th  March  18S6  is  so  expressed,  that  the  Defend- 

Iiad  great  reason  to  consider,  that  the  demise  there- 

^^ntemplated,  was  to  be  made  by  the  Plaintiff  alone, 

consequently,  that  the  expense  of  the  demise,  which 

^  agreed  to  bear,  was  the  expense  of  a  demise  to  be 

^X.^cuted  by  the  Plaintiff  alone. 

Soon  afler  the  date  of  the  agreement,  it  appeared, 
Uid  it  is  now  properly  admitted,  that  a  demise  by  the 
I^dntiff  alone  would  not  have  been  effectual,  by  reason 

of 
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1888.  of  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  term  of  lOOOjr^^** 
being  vested  in  Miss  Coulson  or  her  executor ;  and  ^^  ** 
properly  admitted  by  this  bill,  that  the  demise  wh:^^^^ 
the  Defendant  is  bound  to  accept,  is  a  demise  in  ^^ 
making  of  which  the  representative  of  Miss  Coulsor^^  ^^ 
to  join  the  Plaintiff. 

The  question  arose  between  these  parties,  wheth^^^* 
the  Plaintiff  ought  to  procure  a  release  of  the  equity        ^' 
redemption ;  that  was  the  only  way  in  which  he  cot^^*^ 
enable  himself,  individually,  to  make  the  demise  whi   ■**** 
he  had  contracted  to  do,  and  it  was  therefore  suggest^^^^ 
as  I  think,  very  naturally,  by  the  counsel  for  the 
fendant,  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  procure  such 
He  refused,  and  I  think  that  he  was  entitled  to 
provided  he  was  willing  to  adopt  another  mode  of  givir  ^S 
to  the  Defendant  an  effectual  demise ;  and  he  was  tf^^^ 
willing,   and   accordingly   offered   to  procure 
Morgan^  the  representative  of  Miss  Coulson^  to  joi 
Afler  some  hesitation,  the  Defendant  agreed  to  accept 
demise  from  the  Plaintiff,  directed  by  Morgan^  or 
which  Morgan  joined,  provided  that  the  Plaintiff  wo 
pay  the  extra  expense;    and   now  the   only  questi 
between  the  parties  was,  which  of  them  should  pay  t 
extra  expense  occasioned  by  the  necessity  of  makin^ 
Morgan  a  party  to  the  demise.     My  opinion  is,  th 
according  to  the  true  effect  of  the  agreement,  and  unde 
the  circumstances,  the  extra  expense  ought  to  have  beec^ 
paid  by  the  Plaintiff;  and  if  the  Defendant  had  adherei^^^''^ 
to  his  letter  of  the   16th  September  1886,  and  the  sui 
had  followed^  that  all  the  costs  of  it  would  have  fallen 
upon  the  Plaintiff.     I  think  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  not 
to  have  refused  to  pay  those  extra  costs;  but  having 
refused,  the  Defendant  unfortunately  withdrew  from  his 
former  offer  to  accept  a  demise  in  which  Morgan  joined, 
and  again  required  a  release.     His  letter  of  the  8th 

November 
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tn^ember  was,  I  think,  erroneous,  in  again  asking  for  a  1838. 
lease,  but  it  was  expressed  in  terms  showing  a  manifest 
Bposition  to  conciliate,  and  as  I  think  amounting  to  an 
Eer,  that  if  his  mode  of  settling  the  matter  by  release 
IS  acceded  to,  he  would  pay  the  costs  of  it  If  there 
.d  been  an  equally  proper  disposition  to  conciliate  on 
e  other  side,  I  think  that  this  suit  would  not  have 
ken  place;  but  the  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill,  insisting 
at  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled  to  a  release  of  the 
uity  of  redemption,  but  bound  to  accept  a  lease  in 
lich  Morgan  joined  ;  and  by  the  answer,  the  De- 
idant,  instead  of  insisting  on  the  claim  stated  in  his 
:ter  of  the  16th  September^  which  I  think  proper,  has 
^n  insisted  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  release ;  and  the 
bstantial  question  in  the  cause  being,  whether  the  De- 
adant  is  entitled  to  a  release  or  bound  to  accept  a  lease 
which  Morgan  joins,  the  Defendant  has  so  framed 
s  answer,  as  to  make  it  necessary  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
occed  to  a  hearing ;  and,  under  the  circumstances,  I 
iuk  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the 
't,  but  is  not  entitled  to  throw  upon  the  Defendant  the 
costs  of  procuring  Morgan  to  join  in  the  lease. 

Decree,  specific  performance  with  costs* 
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1839. 


Dec,  22. 

1839. 
March  22. 

A  single  ex- 
ception, taken 
to  the  Mas- 
ter's certifi- 
cate allowing 
four  inter- 
roeatories, 
amrmed  that 
*<  the  Master 
ought  not  to 
have  so  cer- 
tified, but 
ought  to 
have  dis- 
allowed such 
interrogato- 
ries:'* Held, 
that  in  order 
to  succeed  on 
the  exception, 
it  must  be 
shewn  that  all 
the  four  in- 
terrogatories 
were  im- 
proper. 


COTHAM  V.  WEST. 


TTNDER  the  decree  in  this  cause,  the  Master 
^^  allowed  the  Plaintiff  to  exhibit  four  interrogate 
for  the  examination  of  the  Defendant. 


The  Defendant  took  one  exception  to  this  certifi 
in  the  following  form  :  —  "  For  that  the  said  Mi 
hath  in  and  by  his  said  certificate  certified,  that  he 
settled  and  allowed  certain  interrogatories,  which 
been  exhibited  before  him  on  behalf  of  the  said  PI 
tiff,  for  the  examination  of  the  Defendants,  and 
caused   the   said   interrogatories   to  be   engrossed 
parchment ;  whereas  the  said  Master  ought  not  to  k 
so  certified,  but  ought  to  have  disallowed  such  inierro^ 
tories  ;  in  all  which  particulars  the  said  Defendant  d 
except  to  the  said  certificate." 

A  question  arose,  whether,  if  it  were  shewn  that 
Master  was  wrong  as  to  one  of  the  interrogatories, 
exception  to  his  certificate  would  succeed ;  or 
under  this  particular  form,  the  exception  must  sue 
in  the  whole  or  fail  altogether. 


te 
ter 
as 


^n- 


Mr.  Walker,  in  support  of  the  exception. 
Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Piggott,  contra. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  this  e 
ception  challenged  the  correctness  of  the  whole  certitf^ 
cate  of  the   Master,  and  that,  therefore,  the  exceptant 

could 
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uld  not  succeed  in  part;  and  he  over-ruled  the  ex-        1839. 
ion.  (a) 


"XTie  Master  was  directed  to  take  an  account  of  the         I859. 
ents  of  the  real  estates  of  the  testator  which  had  come  ^  . ,  / 

Sums  paid  by 
nto  the  hands  of  his  executor,   Thomas  West^  or  to  the  an  executor 

lands  of  James  Underhill  West^  his  personal  represent-  f|JJ,|»°  „"".*"" 
itive;  and  he  was  to  make  annual  rests  and  charge  in-  pertytorhis 
Lerest ;  alid  he  was  also  to  inquire  what  purchases  and  cannot  be  *' 
mortgages  had  been  made  out  of  the  rents,  and  whether  allowed  by 
they  were  beneficial  to  the  infant  Plaintiff;  and  what  under  a  di- 
sum  had  been  properly  expended  in  the  repairs  of  the  '^*^5***".,  }^ 
estate;  and  the  parties  were  to  be  examined  on  inter-  allowances." 
>x>gatories,  as  the  Master  should  direct,  who,  on  taking 
such  account,  was  to  make  unto  the  parties  all  just  allow- 


Jhmes  Underhill  West^  after  the  death  of  his  father, 
^^d  made  an  allowance,  out  of  the  rents,  for  the  main- 
-etia^nce  and  support  of  the  infant  Plaintiff. 

iT'he  Master  to  whom  the  cause  had  been  referred, 
^As  of  opinion  that  he  could  not,  under  the  terms  of 
^is  decree,  allow  the  sum  expended  in  the  maintenance 
^*  the  infant,  as  just  allowances  ;  and  the  case  came  be- 
the  Court  on  the  petition  of  James  Underhill  West. 


Ilie  Master  of  the  Rolls  concurred  ih  opinion  with 
the  Master. 

Mr.  Prmberton^  Mr.  Kindersley,  Mr.  Walker^  Mr.  Pig-- 
Uptt  and  Mr.  Torrianoj  for  different  parties,  {b) 

(a)  See  Pearton  v.  Knapp,  {b)  Orders  were,  however, 
1  MjfL^K.  3 IS.,  and  Moore  ?.  made  in  this  case,  by  arrange- 
Lngford,  6  Sim,  3S3.  ment. 
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May  3, 4.  BACON  V.  SPOTTISWOODE. 

BACON  V.  JONES. 

Where  a  bill  TTN  this  case  it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff,  Hugh  Ford 
patentee  for  Bacon,  and  a  Mr.  Hutchinson,  had  each  obtuned 

an  injunction  patents  for  improvements  in  the  construction  of  the 
to  restrain  an    *^  *^ 

alleged  in-  common  Argand  gas-burner.  The  Plaintiff's  patent  was 
ht"pSthe  granted  in  My  1829,  and  that  of  Uv.  Hutchinson  \n 
Plaintiff i«  not  October  1834.  The  invention,  in  both  cases,  consisted 
from  asking  ^^  an  alteration  in  the  interior  cylindrical  passage, 
for  an  in-  through  which  the  atmospheric  air  passes  to  supply  the 
hearing,bythe  oxygen  necessary  for  the  combustion  of  the  inner  sur- 

iwvin  a  *^ied  ^^^®  °^  ^^^  J®^  °^  8^^'  ^"  ^^^  common  Argand  burner 
for  it  on  an  the  passage,  in  its  whole  extent,  forms  a  cylindrical  tube 
motion^"  but  of  uniform  diameter;  the  Plaintiff's  invention  consisted, 
the  not  mov-  Jn^  effect,  in  placing  internally,  at  the  top  of  this  pas- 
junction  im-  sage,  a  solid  metal  ring  of  peculiar  shape,  described  in 
E?*?'  ?"  ?^^®  the  specification  as  "  a  cylindrical  piece  of  metal,  having 
such  a  case,  a  hollow  frustrum  of  a  cone  formed  in  it  internally,  as 
SmS?o°u"t  shewn  at  H  (in  the  diagram).      This  frustrum  of  a 

a  clear  and  hollow  cone  is  inverted,  by  which  means  the  smallest 
unexception-  .  •        i       j    j  i      r        •         i  ^ 

able  title  at      aperture  is  placed  downwards,  formmg  the  means  of 

the  hearing:  Hmitincr  the  supply  of  air  to  the  internal  part  of  the 
and  if  he  fails  i.  i.         .  r         ^x        r^         .     i 

in  that,  and      name ;  and  by  makmg  the  part  from  H  to  G  conical  or 

ousl"°  bS?*^^^*"  *"y  shape  that  will  permit  the  air  to  spread  or  expand 
taincd  an  in-    so  as  to  strike  or  impinge  on  the  flame,  a  great  increase 

^wUl^not  be^      of  light  will  be  effected  by  this  additional  appendage.'* 

allowed  to  use  In 

the  facts 

proved  in  the  cause,  as  e?idence  of  a  primA  facie  case,  giving  him  a  right  to  further 
time,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  establish  more  satisfactorily  his  legal  title. 
A  patentee  brought  the  cau^e  to  a  hearing  without  having  previously  moved  for 
an  injunction,  and  the  Court  being  of  opinion,  that  on  the  evidence  then  produced 
an  injunction  would  not  have  been  granted  on  an  interlocutory  application,  refused 
tor  etuin  the  bill,  to  give  the  patentee  an  opportunity  of  establishing  his  right 
at  law,  but  dismissed  it  with  costs. 
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Mr.  Hutchinson's  improvement,  the  interior  air 
ige  was  gradually  contracted  upwards,  in  a  curvi- 
r  form,  until  it  nearly  reached  the  extremity,  and 
that  point  it  increased,  in  a  right  line,  to  the  top, 
ing  a  conical  passage ;  so  that  the  construction  of 
ipper  part  was  in  both  cases  very  similar. 

16  object  of  both  improvements  was  to  produce  a 
!  brilliant  flame  and  to  diminish  the  consumption 

8. 


1889. 


he  Defendants  in  the  first  case,  who  were  members 
gas  company,  caused  a  quantity  of  Hutchinson's 

at  burners  to  be  made  by  Messrs.  Jones  and  Talby^ 
Defendants  in  the  second  suit,)  to  the  value  of 

.,  which  they  supplied  to  their  customers   at  the 

t  prices  as  they  paid  for  them. 

he  Plaintiff,  considering  this  to  be  an  infringement 
is  patent  right,  filed  his  bill,  in  October  1835,  against 
company,  which,  after  stating  the  Plaintiff's  patent, 
ained  this  allegation :  —  **  That  the  Defendants  have 
ufactured,  or  ordered  or  caused  to  be  manufactured, 
have  used  for  their  own  benefit,  and  sold  to  divers 
ons  for  their  own  profit,  divers  large  quantities  of  a 
tin  gas  lamp  or  burner,  which  they  call  a  double 
:  burner,  and  which  is  a  counterfeit  or  imita- 
of  the  aforesaid  patent  gas-burner,  in  direct  and 
s  violation  and  infringement  of  the  said  exclusive 
tit  right  of  Plaintiff."  And  after  certain  charges 
ling  to  shew  the  piracy,  the  bill  contained  this 
^ment:  "That  the  Defendants  sometimes  pretend, 
such  counterfeit  and  pirated  gas-burner  was  not, 
is  the  same  manufactured  or  ordered,  or  caused 
)e  manufactured  or  used  or  sold   by   them,  or  for 

their 


ss^ 
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their  use,  profit  or  benefit;    whereas  Plaintifi  cha] 
the  contrary  of  such  pretences  to  be  true." 

The  bill  prayed  ^^  That  the  Defendants  might  be  < 
creed  to  render  an  account  of  all  the  said  counter] 
burners,  which  had  been  at  any  time  theretofore  mai 
factured  or  used  and  sold  by  the  Defendants,  or  by  £ 
person  or  persons  by  their  orders,  and  of  all  such  bum 
as  they  still  had  in  their  possession  ;  and  to  pay  to  Pk 
tiffs  all  such  gains  and  profits  as  had  been  received 
had  accrued  to,  or  as  might  have  been  received  or  h 
accrued  to  the  Defendants,  from  the  manufacture^ 
and  sale  of  the  said  counterfeit  gas  burner,  by  rem. 
and  in  consequence  of  the  same  being  an  imitation 
counterfeit  of  the  aforesaid  improved  patent  gas  la 
or  burner;"  and  for  an  injunction. 

The  Plaintiffs  had  already,  in  August  1835,  file- 
bill,  similar  to  this,  in  form,  against  Messrs.  Jones  ■ 
Tally ^  the  manufacturers ;  and  the  Defendants,  in  ta 
cases,  insisted  tliat  the  making  and  using  Hutchinsm 
patent  burners  was  no  infringement  of  the  Plainti 
patent. 

The  Plaintiffs  made  no  application  for  an  injunct: 
before  the  hearing ;  both  parties  went  into  evidence 
to  the  two  patents,  and  the  case  now  came  on  for  he 
ing  on  that  evidence  and  on  certain  admissions  betw 
the  parties :  the  Plaintiffs  admitting,  that  the  compi 
had  sold  the  Hutchinson  burners  only  to  the  persi 
whom  they  supplied  with  gas,  and  had  not  sold 
same  to  any  other  persons,  and  that  they  **  had  i 
derived  any  profit  from  the  sale  of  the  said  last-m< 
tioned  gas-burners,  they  having  been  sold  at  the  sa 
prices  as  were  paid  to  the  manufacturers  for  the  same 
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Except  any  inference  which  might  arise  from  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  admitted  sale  of  Hutchinson^s  burners 
to  their  customers,  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  com- 
pany having  used  them. 

The  two  cases  were  heard  in  succession ;  the  state- 
ments and  ai^uments  were  very  nearly  the  same  in  both 


1839. 


Mr.  G.  Richards^  Mr.  James  Parker,  and  Mr.  Hunt" 
P^r^ey,  for  the  Plaintiffi,  contended  that  Huichinson's 
burners,  which  had  been  made  and  used  by  the  De- 
'^Kidants,  were  a  mere  modification  of  the  Plaintiff's, 
™Q.t  the  Plaintiff's  invention  formed  the  substratum  of 
^i^^  Huichinson  patent,  and' that  so  far  it  could  not  be 
until  the  Plaintiff's  patent  had  expired.    Ex  parte 

lliey  also  contended,  that  there  having  been  an  ex- 
^^^sive  enjojrment  by  the  Plaintiffs  of  the  patent  until  the 
P^-^^^y  by  the  Defendants,  it  was  the  practice  of  the 
^^^^>iirt,  in  such  cases,  to  grant  an  injunction  in  the  first 
*^^^ncc,  without  putting  the  patentee  to  establish  the 
It  by  an  action  at  law.    Hill  v.  Thompson,  {b) 


*3*hat  although  it  had  been  admitted  that  the  company 

made  no  profits  by  the  sale  of  the  burners,  yet  it 

^^-^  clear  that  they  had  made  a  collateral  profit  from 

"^^    use  of  them  by  their  customers ;  for  the  evidence 

^^^^ed  that  a  considerable  saving  in  the  consumption  of 

8*-^  must  have  been  effected  by  the  use  of  the  improved 

i^^^lmers,  and  that  consequently,  this  case,  as  against  the 

Ctttxjpany,  was  similar  to  the  case  of  Crossley  v.  The  Derby 

^«*  Ldghi  Company  (c),  where  the  Defendants,  having 

used 

(a)  I  ret,  4-  B.  67.  (c)  1  U.  *  ilf.  1 66.;  5  Myl.  Sf 

Ih)  S  Mer.  622.  Cr.  428.;  and  4  Myl.  Sf  K.  7-'. 

Vol.  I.  Cc  * 
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used  the  PlaintiiTs  patent  gas  meters,  and  having,  by 
such  means,  effected  a  great  saving  in  expense,  the 
Court  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of 
what  profits  bad  been  received^  and  what  benefit  derived 
from  the  use  of  such  gas-meters  as  were  made  or  manu- 
factured during  the  existence  of  the  letters  patent,  from 
six  years  previous  to  filing  the  Plaintiff's  bill  down  to 
that  time ;  and  the  Defendants  were  decreed  to  pay  the 
amount  with  all  costs. 


That  the  Court  would  grant  an  injunction  where  there 
could  be  no  account.  Universities  of  Oxford  and  Cam" 
bridge  v.  Richardson,  {a) 


Mr.  Pembertony  Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Simons^  con^' 
trdj  contended  that  the  Plaintiffs'  patent  was  invalid,  in 
consequence  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  specification,  and  of 
the  nature  of  the  alleged  invention ;  but  if  not,  then  that 
the  Hutchinson  patent  was  an  independent  discovery,  and 
not  a  piracy  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  that  the  PlaintifiFs  having 
neglected  to  move  for  an  injunction,  had  precluded 
themselves  from  asking  for  one  at  the  hearing.     They 
insisted  that  this  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  give  a 
Plaintiff  a  remedy  for  an  alleged  piracy,  unless  he  could 
make  out  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  equitable  interposi- 
tion of  this  Court  by  injunction,  which  the  Plaintiffs 
had  not  done  in  this  case ;  and  that  therefore,  they  were 
not  entitled  to  any  account  or  relief.    No  relief  had  been 
asked  against  the  Company  in  respect  of  the  selling, 
because  it  had  been  admitted  tha(  they  had  made  no 
profit  thereby,  and  as  to  the  other  relief  now  asked  at 
the  bar,  in  respect  of  the  benefit  which  the  company 
might  have  derived  from  the  use  of  the  burners,  no  such 
case  had  been  alleged  by  the  bill,  and  no  evidence  ex^ 
isted  as  to  that  fact.     They  insisted,  that  as  the  case 

now 
{a)  6  Tw.  704. 
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stood  upon  the  evidence,  the  Plaintiff  had  not  satis- 
ffEkctorily  made  out  his  case  against  the  Defendants ;  and 
that  after  the  laches  exhibited  by  the  Plaintiffs,  they 
not  entitled  to  any  further  delay  or  to  any  indul- 
from  the  Court,  to  enable  them  to  make  out  a 
which  they  had  failed  in  doing  upon  the  evidence 
tiie  hearing. 


^iMr.  6.  Richards^  in  reply,  contended  that  if  any  doubt 
isted,  the  Plaintiff  was  at  least  entitled  to  have  an  op- 
E"tunity  of  shewing  the  validity  of  the  patent  at  law. 


'^The  Master  of  the  Rolls*     I  will  not  now  decide 
^"  ^    principal  question  in  the  cause :  but  there  are  two 
s  xits  on  which  I  will  now  express  my  opinion.    I  think 
€  if  a  Plaintiff  be  entitled   to  an  injunction  on  the 
rits  and  on  the  evidence  produced  at  the  hearing,  he 
ot  to  be  deprived  of  that  right,  because  he  has  not 
^ed  for  an  injunction  at  a  previous  stage  of  the  cause. 
«  answer  may  be  so  speedily  put  in,  and  so  framed, 
lC  it  would  be  perfectly  absurd  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
*ve  for  an  injunction,  although  he  might  be  entitled 
n  injunction  upon  the  merits  at  the  hearing.      The 
tv  point  is  this,  that  even  if  the  Plaintiffs  should  be 
tied  to  an  injunction  against  the  company,  they  will 
be  entided  to  any  account.    The  bill  alleges,  that  the 
C^ndants  have  sold  and  used,  it  being  the  fact  that  they 
«  sold  for  no  profit,  and  it  not  appearing  that  they 
^^  used  otherwise  than  by  furnishing  the  burners  to 
**^^ir  customers.    I  am  not  prepared  to  say,  that  although 
^*^^  Defendants  have  sold  this  burners  without  profit,  yet 
^*^t  they  have  not  derived  a  collateral  profit  from  the  use 
w  them  by  their  customers:  that  case,'  however,  is  neither 
dleged  by  the  bill,  nor  is  it  proved.    Supposing  the  d&* 
t»ion  in  Crosdey  v.  The  Derby  Gas  Light  Company  to  have 
been  correct,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  circumstances  of  the 

Cc  2  two 
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two  cases  are  materially  different ;  in  that  case  I  thi 
the  allegations  in  the  bill  were  very  different  from  tho^ 
in  the  present  case ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that,  ev 
if  the   Plaintiffs   are   entitled   to   an   injunction,  thej 
are  not  entitled  to  an  account;  and  that  they  are  n 
now  to  be  deprived  of   an  injunction,  because   the;^ 
have  not  applied  for  one  at  an  anterior  stage*     Th» 
Court  will  not  impute  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  delay 
bringing  the  cause  to  a  hearing,  which  has  arisen  fro 
the  pressure  of  business  in  the  Court :  the  Plaintifis  ii 
this  respect  have  done  all  they  could,  but  at  the  sam 
time  it  must  be  observed,  that  they  have  not  in  the  mear. 
time  brought  an  action  at  law  to  establish  their  righv 
although  they  were  aware  of  the  infringement  of  theif 
patent. 


May  4.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

These  two  bills  were  filed  to  obtain  an  injunction 
restrain  an  alleged  infringement  on  the  Plaintiff's  patenr 
and  for  consequential  accounts.  When  a  cause  of  thi 
kind  is  brought  to  a  hearing  (an  occurrence  which  d 
not  frequently  happen),  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  having 
an  injunction  made  perpetual  or  coatinued  during  th 
legal  right  of  the  Plaintiff  under  his  patent;  and  i 
appears  to  me,  that  however  unusual  the  circnmstanc 
may  be,  the  Plaintiff  is  not  precluded  from  asking  fo 
an  injunction,  by  the  fact  of  his  not  having  applied  for  i 
on  interlocutory  motion  :  but  the  usual  course  being, 
ask  for  the  injunction  as  an  immediate  protection,  oi 
interlocutory  motion,  and  the  Court  having  then  an  oppor* 
tunity  of  directing  such  proceedings,  if  any,  as  may  be 
required  to  determine  the  validity  of  the  patent,  it  seems, 
that  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  omits  to  move  for  the  injunction 
at  an  early  period  in  the  cause,  first  shews  that  he  does 
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consider  the  injunction  as  immediately  necessary  for 

the    protection  of  his  interests,  and  next  imposes  upon 

himself  the  obligation  of  making  out  a  clear  and  unexcep- 

ble  title  at  the  hearing.     It  would  be  very  incon- 

icnt,  if  the  Plaintiff,  having  neglected  to  employ  the 

US  in  his  own  power,  or  which  the  Court  would 

afforded  him  to  establish  the  validity  of  his  patent, 

should  be  permitted  to  avail  himself  of  doubts,  which 

he  bas  himself  left,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  further 

tiin^  to  do  the  same  thing  which  he  ought  to  have  done 

before.    I  think  that  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  the 

Coimrt  has  to  look  at  the  facts  produced  in  evidence,  for 

the  purpose  of  considering  whether  a  perpetual  injunc- 

tioi!!.     should  then   be  granted.     On    an    interlocutory 

^>^er,  it  has  to  look  at  the  facts  produced  in  evidence, 

^>^     the  purpose  of  considering  whether  an  injunction 

shoiald  be  granted  till  the  right  can  be  tried  or  further 

investigated.     It  is  truly  said,  that  where  a  patent  has 

t^^en  granted,  and  there  has  been  an  exclusive  posses- 

^^^n  of  some  duration  under  it,  the  Court  may  interpose 

^^  injunction,  without  putting  the  party  previously  to 

^^^^blish  the  validity  of  his  patent  by  an  action  at  law ; 

^^^     this  interposition  must  nevertheless  depend,  to  a 

^^xisiderable  extent,  on  the  circumstances  of  the  case 

*^ci   the  nature  of  the  defence.     The  Court  is  not  bound 

^    S^&n^  ^^^  injunction,  merely  because  a  patent  has 

"^^ti   granted  and  exclusively  enjoyed  for  some  time ; 

^^^  ^hen  the  cause  is  brought  to  hearing,  I  apprehend 

^«^t  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  shew  his  title  clearly :  and 

.^^t,  if  he  fails  in  that,  and  has  not  previously  obtained 

^^    injunction,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  use  the  &cts 

proved  in  the  cause,  as  evidence  of  bl*  prim&  facie  case, 

g^^^uig  him  a  right  to  further  delay,  for  the  purpose  of 

tabling  him  to  establish,  more  satisfactorily,  the  legal 

i^de,  upon  which  alone  his  equity  is  founded. 


18S9. 


Cc  3 


In 


S90 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1889. 


In  this  particular  case,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of 
the  patent  and  the  specification,  and  to  the  defence,  the 
nature  of  the  alleged  infringement,  and  all  the  facts 
which  have  been  now  proved,  I  think  that  the  Court 
would  not,  upon  the  same  facts,  have  granted  or  con- 
tinued an  injunction  previously  to  the  validity  of  the 
patent  being  established  by  an  action  at  law ;  and  there- 
fore, that  the  Plaintiff  has  not  done  that,  which  it  appears 
to  me  he  must  be  deemed  to  have  undertaken  to  do, 
before  he  set  down  his  cause  for  hearing ;  —  he  has  not 
made  out  a  clear  and  unexceptionable  title;  and  having 
failed  to  do  so,  the  question  which  I  have  had  to  con- 
sider in  his  favour,  is  whether  the  bills  should  be  re- 
tained for  a  year,  in  order  to  give  him  an  opportunity  of 
now  bringing  actions ;  but,  for  the  reasons  which  I  have 
stated,  I  think  that  this  ought  not  to  be  done ;  and 
having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  suit  and  the  sort  of 
jurisdiction  which  the  Court  exercises  in  such  cases,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  bills  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 


March  23.  25. 


HALDENBY  v.  SPOFFORTH. 


JiaKelnd  ROBERT  HALDENBY,  the  testator  in  this  case, 

dispose  of  by  his  will  dated  in  December  1809,  after  giving 

real'estatw  ^  ^^  dwelling-house  to  his  wife  for  life,  she  paying  a  rent 

by  private  of  30/.  a  year  for  the  same,  devised  all  his  real  estate  to 

auction  Bobert  Spqffbrth,  Robert  Spofforth  the  younger  and  John 

Held, no; to     Pierson^  in  fee;  and  he  also  bequeathed  to  them  his  per- 
authonsc  a  .  r         ,         i  .  i  . 

mortgage ;       sonal  estate,  upon  certam  trusts  for  sale,  which  were  in 

in^^an^m;en-^    the  following  terms :  "  Upon  trust  that  they,  my  said 

tion  on  the  trustees, 

part  of  the 

testator,  that  his  whole  real  estate  should  be  converted. 
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-^rusteesy  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  their 
iBixccessors  to  be  appointed  as  hereafter  directed,  shall 
do^  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after  my  decease, 
sale  and  dispose  of  all  my  said  real  estates,  and  all 
uch  part  or  parts  of  my  said  personal  estate  and  effects, 
shall  not  consbt  of  monies  or  securities  for  money, 
i:icl  every  part  thereof  respectively,  either  by  private 
or  public  auction,  and  in  such  parcels  and  lots,  and 
^  such  time  ilnd  times  as  to  them,  my  said  trustees,  or 
survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  their  successors, 
II  seem  fitting  or  advisable,  for  the  most  money,  and 
price  or  prices,  that  at  the  time  or  respective  times 
f  such  sale  or  sales,  can  be  reasonably  had  or  gotten 
the  same,  unto  such  person  or  persons  as  shall  be 
illing  to  purchase  the  same  respectively ;  and  shall  and 
^o  convey  and  assure  the  same  real  estates,  unto  such 
aser  or  respective  purchasers  thereof  accordingly. 
I  hereby  declare  and  direct,  that  the  receipt  or 
^ipts  of  my  said  trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor 
them,  or  their  successors  for  the  time  being,  shall  be 
J  valid  and  sufficient  acquittance  and  discbarge,  or 
,  valid  and  sufficient  acquittances  and  discharges, 
^ha  person  or  persons  respectively,  who  shall  become 
^  purchaser  or  purchasers  of  all  or  any  part  of  my 
estates  hereby  directed  to  be  sold,  for  all  or  any 
t  of  the  money  to  be  by  him  or  them  paid  for  the 
e,  or  so  much  thereof  as  in  such  receipt  or  receipts 
jDectively  shall  be  acknowledged  to  be  received ;  and 
t  the  person  or  persons  respectively,  who  shall  become 
purchaser  or  purchasers,  shall  not,  after  paying 
^^^3  her  or  .their  said  purchase  money  to  my  said 
*^^^*Btee8,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  their 
^ccessors  for  the  time  being,  or  to  his,  her  or  their 
ov^er,  be  answerable  or  accountable  for  the  mis-ap- 
plication or  non-application  of  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof." 

Cc  4  And 


18S9. 
Haldknby 

V. 

Spoffoath. 
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And  he  directed  his  trustees  to  get  in  his  persoi 
estate,  and  to  apply  the  monies   **  to  arise  and  be  p 
duced  from  the  sale  and  sales  of  his  said  real 
and  by  and  from  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  the: 
respectively,  in  the  meantime,  and  until  such  sale  a: 
sales  should  be  respectively  made  and  perfected/' 
of  the  money  to  arise  from  his  personal  estate,  in 
first  place,  to  pay  his  debts,  &c. ;  and  in  the  next  plac» 
to  raise  a  sum  of  SOOO/.,  the  interest  to  be  paid  to 
wife  for  life,  and  which,  after  her  death,  wastobe  appli 
in  the  same  way  as  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  of 
sales ;  and  in  the  next  place,  to  pay  each  of  the  testato 
three  daughters  the  sura  of  1200/.,  and  as  to  all 
residue  *^  of  the  monies  to  arise,  be  produced  and 
in  as  aforesaid,"  to  divide  the  same  between  his  six  soc 


The  will  contained  powers  of  maintenance  and 
vancement ;  and  also  a  power  for  the  acting  trusteesi 
trustee  to  appoint  new  trustees  in  the  place  of  a 
trustee  who  should  *^  depart  this  life,  or  be  desirous 
being  discharged  from  the  aforesaid  trusts,  or  should 
about  to  reside  beyond  the  seas,  or  should  n^Iect 
refuse,  or  become  incapable  or  unfit  to  act  in  the 
trusts  before  the  same  should  be  fully  executed :"  a 
the  testator  appointed  Robai  Spqffintfi,  Robert  Spoffb 
the  younger  and  John  Pierson^  executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  died  in  1815,  and  his  will  was  proved 
Robert  Spqffbrth  the  younger  and  John  Pierson^ 
other  trustee  having  declined  to  act. 


d- 
or 

y 

of 
be 
or 
id 
d 


By  a  deed  dated  in  October  1815,  Robert  Spoffbr^ 
the  younger  and  John  Piersouy  appointed  Gervas  SeaiaH 
a  trustee  in  the  place  of  Robert  Spqffbrth  the  elder,  amf 
the  estate  of  the  testator  was  conveyed  to  the  three 
trustees  on  the  trusts  of  the  will. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

£y  indentures  dated  respectively  the  2Sd  and  24th  of 
Ims^iua  1822,  and  made  between  Roberi  Spqffbrth  the 
3i3i^r,  John  Pierson  and  Gervas  Seaton^  described  as 
^^visees  in  trust  and  executors  of  the  will  of  the  testa- 
^r^  of  the  one  part,  and  Thomas  Musgrave^  of  the  other 
a.srt,  Robert  Spqffbrth  the  younger,  John  Pierson  and 
r^rrvas  Seaion,  by  force  or  virtue  of  the  powers  or 
JK^horities  contained  or  given  by  the  testator's  will, 
>Kiveyed  a  part  of  the  freehold  property  of  the  testator 
»  Thomas  Musgrave  in  fee,  subject  to  redemption  on 
&,^ment  of  1600/.  and  interest. 
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V. 

SrorroRTB. 


This  bill  was  filed  by  two  of  the  testator's  daughters 
(mcse  legacies  remained  unpaid,  and  the  question  was, 
b  ether  the  mortgage  to  Musgrave  was  authorised  by 
^  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  testator's  will. 

IThe  mortgagee,  by  his  answer,  stated  his  belief  that 
i^  16001.  was  received  by  Gervas  Seaion^  and  by  him 
^plied  to  the  purposes  of  the  trusts  of  the  testator's 
ill. 


JVfr,  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Kenyon  Parker^  for  the 
l^ftintiflFs,  contended  that  it  was  not  a  due  execution  of 
^^  power  to  raise  money  by  mortgage,  and  that  the 
Ttgage  was  therefore  invalid  as  against  the  Plaintiffs. 


3Sdr.  6.  Richards  and  Mr.  J5.  F.  Smithy  for  Musgrave 
^^  mortgagee,  contended,  that  under  the  above  power, 
^^  trustees  were  authorised  to  raise  money  by  a  mort- 
!^S^)  which  was  a  conditional  sale ;  Mills  v.  Banks,  (a) 
^*liat  the  direction  to  apply  the  rents,  issues  and  profits, 
tf^'Wards  the  purposes  stated  in  the  will,  authorised  either 
S  Bale  or  mortgage ;  Allan  v.  Backhouse,  {b)    They  cited 

M'Leod 

(«)  3  P.  Wmt.  1.  {b)  2  Vet,  4r  B.9S. 
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M^Leod   V.  Drummond  (a),     Andrew    v.    Wriglet^ 
BraiihvMite  v.  Britain  (c),  Bonney  v.  Bidgard^  (d) 

Mr.  Barber^  Mr.  Stinton^  Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr« 
LtywndeSf  for  other  parties. 


(^ 


Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 


March  25. 


The  Master  g/*Me  Rolls. 

I  have  looked  at  the  cases  cited,  and  particularly     ^ 
two  authorities  of  ikf{7&  v.  Banks  {e)  and  ^Azn  v.  Ucx^^k" 
house  (g) :  in  the  first  case,  the  estates  were  settled,  s  ^^^ 
ject  to  a  trust  term  of  500  years,  to  raise  10,000f*    ^ 
younger  children,  by  "  rents,  issues  and  profits,  or    l^y 
making  leases  determinable  on  one,  two  or  three  liv^% 
reserving  the  ancient  rent,  or  by  granting  copyholds    ^^ 
fines :"  in  that  case  an  order  was  made  by  Lord  CcrcBj^ 
that  the  money  should  be  raised  by  a  sale  of  the  tri^*^ 
term,  but  part  of  it  was  afterwards  raised  by  a  mortg^^ 
of  that  term;  and  the  case  having  come  before  Lx>^ 
Macclesfield  on  rehearing,  he  stated  that  he  would    x^^^ 
have  made  that  decree ;  that  the  case  did  not  materi^0^^  ^ 
differ  from  Ivy  v.  Gilbert  (A),  which  had  been  decided 
the  same  principle  by  him,  and  affirmed  by  the  Hous^ 
Lords ;  but  a  decree  for  sale  having  been  made  by 
Cawper^  he  would  not  disturb  it  after  eighteen 
Lord  Macclesfield  also  observed  that  the  Court  had 
creed,  that  the  trusts  declared  concerning  the  term, 
powered  the  trustees  to  sell  the  premises,  and  a  po 
to  sell  implied  a  power  to  mortgage,  which  was  a  c 

ditii^ 

(a)  17  Vei.  154.  (g)  2  Ve$.  4r  B.  65.\  bSSlU^^^ 

{b)  4  B.  C.  C.  124.  Jacob,  631. ;    approved    of       ''^ 

(c)  1  Keen^  206.  Boot/e  v.  Blundell,  1  Mer.2^^^ 

(d)  1  Cor,  145.  (A)  2  P.  Wms.  15.  Pr.  Ck,$^^' 
\e)  Z  P,  Wm.  1.  2  Bro.  P.  C.  468. 
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nal  sale.  This  I  conceive  to  mean,  that  where  it  is 
ided  to  preserve  the  estate,  there,  under  a  direction 
&ale,  a  mortgage  will  sufficiently  answer  the  purpose. 

a  /^//a/}  V.  Backhouse,  leaseholds  for  lives  were  de« 
d  to  several  in  succession,  and  the  testatrix  directed 
leases  to  be  renewed,  and  the  fines  to  be  raised  out 
be  rents  and  profits ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  fines 
ht  be  raised  by  a  sale  or  mortgage. 

n  the  present  case,  however,  the  testator  desired  his 
tees,  as  soon  as  conveniently  after  his  decease,  to 
and  dispose  of  all  his  real  and  personal  estate ;  and 
declared  that  the  trustees'  receipts  should  be  good 
harges  to  the  purchasers,  who  should  not  be  answer- 
t  for  the  misapplication  thereof;  and  they  were  to 
in  his  personal  estate,  and  to  pay,  apply  and  dispose 
be  money  to  be  produced  from  the  sale,  and  by  the 
«  until  the  sale,  in  payment  of  his  debts,  and  then  in 
ment  of  certain  sums  of  money,  and  to  divide  the 
due  between  six  persons. 


1839. 


Haldbnby 

V. 

Spoffobth. 


think  that  the  clear  and  manifest  intention  of  the 
Gitor  was,  to  have  a  sale  out  and  out;  to  have  a  com- 
e  conversion  of  his  real  estate,  and  the  produce  of 
Teal  and  personal  estate  to  be  disposed  of  as  money; 

when  he  speaks  of  *'  rents,  issues  and  profits," 
says  rents,  &c.  until  such  sale  or  sales.     I  think  that 

terms  of  this  will  do  not  authorise  a  mortgage,  and 
''cfore  the  mortgagee  has  not  got  a  valid  title. 
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1838.  ECCLESTON  v.  Lord  SKELMERSDALE^ 

Dec.21. 


Accounts         riiHE  testator  in  this  cause  had  three  estates,  caB^^li 

bctW£6D  CO*  I 

Defendants  respectively  the  Scarisbrickf  the  Wrightington     .cki2( 

are  directed     ^|jg  Eccleston  estates,  which  he  devised  by  his  will       ^e^ 

m  those  ^  , 

instances  only  cording  to  three  different  sets  of  limitations ;  and      tht 

I"  made  ou^^  question  in  the  suit  was,  whether,  under  the  shifLinp 
between  them  clauses  contained  in  that  will,  the  Wrightington  and 
ings  and  is       clesion  estates  did  or  did  not,  upon  Charles 

supoorted  by    coming  into  possession  of  the  Scarisbrick  estate,  go  over 

evidence.  •  •       •  ^  ^ 

Where  a      to  bis  sisters  Maty  Ecclestoa  and  Elizabeth  Cliftom  re* 

causehadbeen  gpectively. 
set  down  on        '  -^ 

bill  and  an- 

tetwee^cl"**      The  bill  was  filed  by  Mary  Eccleston  and  Edwcrd 
Oefcndanu       Clifton  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  and  their  son  Thft*"* 

Clifton^  against  the  trustees   of  the  will,  and  again^ 
Charles  Scarisbrick^  submitting  and  insisting  that    the 
Wrightitigton  estate,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the 
testator's  will,  had  gone  over  to,  and  was  then  vested  i^' 
the  Plaintiff,  Mary  Eccleston^  as  tenant  for  life  in  p^'^ 
session  thereof;  and  that  the  Eccleston  estate,  by  virtue 
of  the  provisions  contained  in  the  said  will,  had  becosi^^ 
vested  in  Elizabeth  Eccleston  as  tenant  for  life  in  poss^^ 
sion ;  and  it  prayed  that  the  rights  and  interests  of  ^ 
parties,  under  the  said  will  and  the  codicils  thereto^  ^ 
the   said  Wrightington  estate,  subsequently  to  a  V^^^ 
of  2000  years  directed  to  be  limited  therein,  and  in   ^^ 
said  Eccleston  estate,  might  be  declared  and  ascertab^' 
and  that  the  Defendants,  the  trustees,  might  be  direc^^ 
to  pay  and  apply  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  respc^ 
lively,  conformably  thereto ;  and  that  proper  direction^ 
might  be  given  for  making  a  settlement  of  the  said  tes- 
tator's estates  agreeably  to  such  rights  and  interests; 

and 
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bat,  if  necessary,  a  settlement  might  be  executed 
1  proper  parties  accordingly. 

le  Defendant  Charles  Scarisbrick  insisted   that  he 
iiititled  to  the  Wrightington  and  Eccleston  estates. 

le  cause  was  set  down  to  be  heard  upon  bill  and 
sr  before  his  Honor  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and 
on  for  hearing  on  the  7th  and  'Stii  days  of  March 
p  when  his  Honor  declared,  that  in  the  events 
I  had  happened,  upon  the  death  of  Thomas 
fbriciy  Charles  Scarisbrick  having  succeeded  to  the 
ibrick  estate,  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Eccleston^  as  the 
in  order  of  succession  after  the  limitation  to  Charles 
sbrick  and  his  issue,  became  entitled  to  the  Wright^ 
n  estate,  and  that  Elizabeth  Cliftofi^  as  the  next  in 
r  of  succession  to  the  Eccleston  estate,  became  en« 
1  to  the  Eccleston  estate ;  and  his  Honor  did  order 
it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a 
er  settlement  to  be  made  of  the  estates  of  Wright^ 
n  and  Eccleston^  to  the  uses,  &C  in  the  will  of  the 
Thomas  Eccleston  mentioned  and  set  forth,  regard 
{ had  to  the  declaration  thereinbefore  made ;  and  all 
er  parties  were  to  join  in  the  execution  of  such 
iment  as  the  Master  should  direct ;  and  it  was  or- 
),  that  the  said  Edward  Lord  Skelmersdale  and 
nsham  Master^  the  executors  and  trustees  of  the 
testator,  should  account  for  the  rents  and  profits  of 
Wrightington  estate,  from  the  death  of  the  said 
ita5  Scarisbrick,  to  the  PlaintiiF  Mary  Eccleston,  and 
be  rents  and  profits  of  the  Eccleston  estate,  from  the 
1  of  the  said  Thomas  Scarisbrick,  to  the  Plaintiff  £(/- 
f  Clifton,  in  right  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Clijion^  his  wife, 

his  decree  was  afterwards  affirmed,  upon  appeal,  by 
1  lyndhurst,  on  the  2dd  oi  April  18S5. 


1838. 


Eccleston 

V. 

Lord 

SCELMEES- 
DALE. 


Charles 
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Charles  ScarisbricJc  appealed  from  this  decision 
House  of  Lords,  who  reversed  the  decreei  and  dcds 
the  Appellant,  Charles  Scarisbricky  entitled  to 
Wrightington  and  Ecclestan  estates  for  life ;  and  ordei 
that  the  Master,  on  approving  of  a  proper  settlemecB 
be  made,  should  have  regard  to  that  declaration :  4 
the  costs  were  directed  to  be  apportioned  between 
Wrightington  and  the  Eccleston  estates,  according 
their  respective  values^  and  that  any  of  the  par 
should  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court  of  Chance 
to  carry  the  aforesaid  declaration  and  direction  i 
effect,  as  there  should  be  occasion. 


The  case  now  came  on  upon  the  petition  of  Choi 
Scarisbrickf  praying  that  the  Master  might  be  direci 
to  proceed  upon  the  matters  referred  to  him  by  ' 
decree,  having  regard  to  the  directions  in  the  order* 
the  House  of  Lords,  and  might  raise  the  costs;  and  C 
the  trustees  ^^  might  be  directed  to  account  for  and  ] 
to  the  petitioner  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  fVri£ 
ingtoti  estate  or  Eccleston  estate  respectively,  recei- 
since  the  death  of  Tlwmas  Scarisbrick,*' 

Mr.  Tinney^  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  ChcM^ 
Scarisbricky  contended  he  was  entitied  to  the  accoi^ 
prayed  for  by  the  petition. 

Mr.  Pembertonj  contra^  contended,  that  it  was 
regular  to  direct  an  account  to  be  taken  as  betw^ 
co-Defendants ;  he  stated  that  tiie  accounts  now  ask 
had  been  originally  introduced  into  the  minutes  of  t 
order  of  the  House  of  Lords,  but  were  struck  out  I 
the  Lord  Chancellor. 


Mr.  Walker  objected  that  there  were  complicat 
questions  relating  to  the  Eccleston  estate,  which  coi 
not  be  determined  without  a  supplemental  bill. 

M 
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Mr.  Tinney^  in  reply,  relied  on  Laiottche  v.  Lord 
Dttn5any(a),  in  which  it  was  held  by  Lord  Redesdale^ 
uid  afterwards  by  Lord  Eldon  and  the  House  of  Lords 
on  appeal,  that  a  decree  can  be  made  between  co- 
I)efendants;  he  contended,  that  it  was  the  constant 
pnictice  of  the  Court  to  direct  an  inquiry  as  between 
co-X)efendants,  and  an  account  was  no  more  than  an 
I'lquiry.  That  here  the  trustees  by  their  answer  had 
ubiuitted  to  account 


18S8. 


ECCLESTON 

V, 

Lord 
Skblmebs- 

DALI. 


'^yie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


ley  submitted,  I  presume,  to  account  to  the  Plain- 
ts the  tide  to  the  property  being  then  supposed  to  be 
them,  but  it  was  afterwards  found  to  be  in  the  De- 
xl^nt  It  is  a  very  different  thing  being  called  on  to 
:connt  to  a  Plaintiff,  and  to  a  co*Defendant 


X^lie  ground  on  which  an  account  was  given  in  La* 
^uc'iSre  V.  Lord  Dimsany^  was  because  a  case  was  made 
^^  between  the  co-Defendants,  and  there  were  proofs 
i^hich  warranted  the  order.  Here  the  petitioner  attempts 
^  <nake  the  trustees  chargeable  by  reading  their  answer, 
hU  a  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  do,  but  a  co-Defendant  is 
'^t*  It  would  be  a  very  different  thing  if  the  right  was 
«ewn  by  evidence  in  this  suit. 

Take  the  order  according  to  the  prayer,  except  so  far 
^  it  relates  to  the  rents  and  profits. 


(a)  1  Scho.  4-  Lef.  137.    S.  C.  2  Scko.  f  Lef,  690, 


on^ 
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1859. 

A,  B.  being 
entitled  to  a 
fund  in  Court, 
died,  and  ad- 
ministration 
was  granted 
to  a  person, 
as  "  tlie  na- 
tural and  law- 
ful sister'*  of 
A,  B,    It  ap- 
pearing from 
the  proceed- 
ings in  the 
cause,  that  A. 
Bn  was  ille- 
gitimate, the 
Court  refused 
to  pay  the 
fund  to  the 
administra- 
trix, but  di- 
rected it  to  be 
carried  over  to 
a  separate 
account,  with 
directions  that 
it  should  not 
be  paid  out  of 
Court  without 
notice  to  the 
Crown. 


LONG  t;,  WAKELING. 

IN  this  case  a  sum  of  money  became  payable  to  a 
Defendant  William  Bmmes;  William  Barnes  died 
intestate  during  the  progress  of  this  suit,  and  letters  of 
administration  were  granted  to  the  Plaintiff,  Elizabeth 
Ixmg,  ''as  the  natural  and  lawful  sister  of  William 
BarnesJ* 

This  was  a  petition  for  payment,  amongst  others,  of 
the  share  of  William  Barnes^  to  his  representative  EUxa^ 
beth  Long. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Daniel^  for  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  Craig  observed,  that  it  appeared  from  the  pro* 
ceedings,  that  William  Barnes  was  an  illegitimate  child, 
and  that  the  Crown  might  therefore  be  entitled  to  the 
fund;  that  the  letters  of  administration  had  been  granted 
to  the  sister  of  William  Barnes^  on  the  supposition  that 
he  was  legitimate. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  letters  of 
administration  shewed  a  primdjacie  title  in  the  peti- 
tioner ;  yet  it  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  document 
that  it  was  granted  on  a  false  suggestion,  WtUiam 
Barnes^  share  of  the  fund  ought  to  be  carried  over  to 
a  separate  account,  with  directions  that  it  should  not  be 
paid  out  of  Court,  witliout  notice  to  the  Crown. 
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WILLMOTT  t;.  JENKINS.  Dec.  7. 

HE  testatrix,  by  her  will  and  codicil,  gave  and  be-  An  executor, 
queathed  to  the  Defendant  Jenkins  and  to  Sophia  trustee  di- 

M.  Smith  deceased,  the  sum  of   300/.,  upon  trust  to  ^ided  the 
...  ...  assets:  he  paid 

invest  the  same  in  the  funds,  and  during  the  minority  of  to  the  adult 

the  Plaintiff,  to  apply  the  dividends  towards  her  main-  ^^""^^^  ^^!^^ 
'  ^'^  ^  shares,  and  lo. 

tenance  and  education ;  and  upon  further  trust,  when  vested  the 
the  Plaintiff  should  attain  twenty-one  or  be  married,  infants  \^  ^\^ 

that  her  trustees  for  the  time  being  should  transfer  those  own  name,  bu 

he  executed 
funds  to  the  Plaintiff;  and  she  directed,  if  the  Plaintiff  no  declaration 

should  die  before  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  be  o|]  tr"st  there- 
inarried,  that  this  legacy  should  become  part  of  her,  the  wards  applied 
testatrix's,  residuary  estate ;  and  she  gave  the  residue  of  ^^^*®  *"*"*  ^° 
her  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  same  trustees,  upon  Further  assets 
trust  to  sell  and  invest  the  produce,  and  stand  possessed  notedly  faUen 

thereof  in  trust  for  such  of  eleven  persons  (including  *">  Held,  that 

i_      T»i  •    '/px  1      11  .  ^^^y  ought,  in 

toe   Plamtin),  as  should  attam  twenty-one  or  marry;  the  first  place, 

and  she  appointed  Jenkins  and  Sophia  M.Smith  her  to  be  applied 
*  *  **  m  making 

executors.  j^ood  the  in- 

Vou  I.  Dd  The  ^*''^'  *^^"- 
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18S8. 


WiLLMOTT 
V. 

Jenkins. 


The  testatrix  died  in  Ajpril  1825,  and  her  will 
proved   by  Jenkins  and  Sophia  M.  Smith :    the 
died  in  October  in  the  same  year,  leaving  Jenkins 
surviving  trustee  and  executor  of  the  will  of  the 
tatrix. 


Jenkins  paid  the  debts  of  the  testatrix,  and  he  also 
paid  the  legacies   given  by  her   will   to  such   of  the 
legatees  as  were  adult;  and  as  he  represented,  he,  as 
trustee  nominated  by  the  testatrix,  retained  the  sum  of 
300/.  in  respect  of  the  legacy  given   by  the  will  and 
codicil  to  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  an  infant ;  and  on  the 
16th  November  1825,  he  invested  a  sum  of  291/.,  being 
the  amount  of  the  Plaintiff's  legacy  minus  the  legacy 
duty,  in  the  purchase,  in  his  own  name^  of  3SSL  145. 
consols,  but  he  executed   no   declaration  of  trust  of 
this  sum. 

The  residuary  estate  of  the  testatrix  was  afterwards 
ascertained,  and  it  was  found,  that  afler  making  pro- 
vision for  the  legacies,  the  share  of  each  of  the  residuary 
legatees  would  amount  to  the  sum  of  219/.;  Jenkins  in 
the  year  1826,  paid  the  shares  of  four  of  the  residuary 
legatees  who  had  attained  twenty-one;  and  as  he  re- 
presented, the  remaining  shares  were  invested  by  him  in 
his  own  name,  in  the  funds.  No  declaration  of  trust  had, 
however,  been  executed  by  him,  nor  were  these  pur- 
chases clearly  traced  or  identified. 

Jenkins  afterwards  sold  out  these  funds,  and  in  1829, 
became  insolvent,  whereby  the  whole  of  these  monies 
were  lost ;  until  that  time,  however,  he  had  accounted 
for  the  amount  of  the  dividends  of  the  sums  stated  to 
have  been  invested,  to  the  parents  of  the  in&nt  legatees 
for  their  maintenance. 


In 
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In  another  suit  of  WiUmott  v.  Graces  a  sum  of  money 

was  unexpectedly  declared  to  belong  to  the  estate  of  the 

testatrix,  and  the  present  bill  was  filed  to  determine  in 

what  order  the  funds  thus  recovered  were  to  be  applied 

under  the   will  of  the   testatrix;    the  question   raised 

ui  argument  was,  upon  whom  the  loss  occasioned  by 

^^nkin^s  breach  of  trust  or  devastavit  was  to  fall. 


18S8. 


WiLLMOTT 
V, 

Jenkins. 


No  evidence  was  entered  into,  but  the  stock  receipt 
the  purchase  of  the  833/.  14^.  was  produced. 

Tor  the  Plaintiff  and  other  legatees  in  the  same  in- 
it  was  insisted,  that  the  funds  which  had  thus  fallen 
to  the  testatrix's  estate  ought,  in  the  first  place,  to  be 
in  payment  of  the  legacies,  and  then  in  pay- 
to  the  unpaid  residuary  legatees,  of  their  shares 
the  residue  which  had  been  lost  by  the  devastavit 
the  executor. 


On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  by  such  of  the 

I  nary  legatees  as  had  already  obtained  payment  of 

^^iir  shares,  that  Jenkins  the  executor,  by  investing  the 

I^S^oies  and  the  shares  of  residue  which  belonged  to  the 

'^*^tit  residuary  legatees,  in  his  own  name  as  trustee, 

•^^^^c>rding  to  the  direction  of  the  will,  had  thereby  dis- 

cti^^g^  those  legacies,  or  had  at  least  made  such  an 

^\*propriation  as  bound  such  legatees ;  that  consequently 

^*^^  loss  which  had  been  occasioned  by  the  trustees'  de- 

^^'dts  ought  to  be  borne  by  them  :  and  that  the  amount 

^ow  recovered  for  the  estate  of  the  testatrix,  was  there- 

^M^  divisable  between  the  eleven  residuary  legatees  in 

equal  proportions. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  Turnery  for  the  Plaintiff. 


Dd  2 


Mr. 
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18S8.  Mr.  Barber  and  Mr.  Lee^  for  Defendants  in  the  same 

interest. 


WiLLMOTT 

Jenkins. 


Mr.  Blunt^  for  other  Defendants. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Campbelly  cofitrd. 

Mr.  Pemherton^  in  reply. 

Dyosc  V.  Dyose  (a),  Fonnci'eau  v.  Poyntz  (6),  P-og^^  v. 
LeapingweU{c)y  Ex  parte  Chadwin(d)i  Williams  on  Ex- 
ecutors {e\  March  v.  Russell  {g\  Knatchbtdl  v.  Feam- 
head  (/i),  were  cited. 


77/^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If  nn  executor  makes  payments  to  a  legatee  in  person, 
or  to  a  trustee  for  a  legatee,  or  makes  such  an  appro- 
priation as  is  equivalent  to  payment,  the  other  persons 
entitled  under  the  will  are  not  to  be  called  on  to  con- 
tribute for  any  loss  which  may  afterwards  happen  to 
the  fund  so  paid  or  appropriated. 

But  if  there  be  no  payment,  and  no  appropriation 
equivalent  to  payment,  I  do  not  see  why,  if  anything 
afterwards  comes  to  the  hands  of  the  executors,  it 
should  not  be  applied  in  discharge  of  the  legacies  of 
the  unpaid  legatees. 

I  must  take  it,  that  all  these  sums  were  carried  to  one 
account  and  blended  together  in  the  name  of  the  exe- 
cutor,  so  that,  in  effect,  there  was  no  appropriation, 

although 


(fl)  \P.  JVms.505, 

(b)  1  Bro.  C.  C\  478. 

(c)  IS  Ves,4G6. 
{(i)  3  Swa7i,380, 


{e)  Pt.  5.  Bk.  3.  §  2. 
(g)  3  Myl.Sf  Cr.31. 
(A)  3  Mi/L  *  Cr.  122. 
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ie  executor  might  have  intended  it.  The 
een  well  put,  that  in  cases  where  an  exe- 
>  trustee,  and  no  appropriation  is  made,  one 
where  executorship  ceases  and  trusteeship 
:hink  there  was  an  intention  to  appropriate, 
h  intention  was  not  carried  into  effect. 
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1838. 


WlLUiOTT 

Jenkins. 


clare  that  this  fund  is  applicable,  in  the  first 
l^ing  the  unpaid  legacies ;  and  secondly,  in 
ch  of  the  residuary  legatees  as  were  infants, 
d  nothing  on  the  former  division ;  the  re- 
II  then  be  divisable  amongst  all  the  re- 
itees  equally. 


DA  VIES  V.  MORGAN. 


1 839. 
March  1 5, 1 4. 


ure  of  the  Plaintiff's  case  was,  that  Edward  He^J»  'hat  a 
5,   the    Plaintiff's   father,    was    indebted  to  "ofthcsumof 
,  David  Moviran^  on  bond  dated  the  1st  of  loo/.,  which 

"^  suiu  sum  IS 

in  the  sum  of  100/.     David  Morgan^  by  his  owing  to  me, 
n  July  1822,  bequeathed  this  bond  debt  to  £rtt/^^^^ 
*  in  the  following  terms :  —  "  Also  I  give  and  was  a  specific 
ito  my  grand-daughter,  Mary  Davics^  the  monstrative  * 
.,  which  said  sum  is  owin^j  to  me,  by  bond,  It'Rncy 

her  Edward  Davies.  of  a  hoiid.  be- 

queathed it  tor 
A.B.x  Held, 

tor  died  in  1822,  nnd  his  executor,  William  in  a  suit  by  the 

bo  was  the  sole  Defendant  in  this  cause,  Ihi^^ereSr^ 

proved  that  the 

obligor  was 
It  witness  to  prove  that  the  bond  was,  under  the  circumstances,  irre- 
ist  him,  and  that  he  was  not  rendered  competent  by  the  5  8c  ^  JV.4. 


Dd  3 
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18S9.        proved  his  will  and  possessed  assets  sufficient  to  pa^'    'Ae 
^trv-^^     100/. 

Davies 

V. 

Morgan.  ^he  Plaintiff  attained  twenty-one  in  Nooember  l»^4f 

and,  having  unsuccessfully  applied  to  the  Defend x«.»tj, 
the  executor,  for  payment  of  the  100/.  and  interest^  i^be 
filed  this  bill  in  1836,  praying  "that  it  might  be  cie- 
clared  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  said  leg^£B-^J 
or  sum  of  100/.  secured  by  the  said  bond,"  and  for  ^^c 
account,  and  payment  with  costs. 

The  defence  made  by  the  answer  was,  that  Edwts^^^ 
Davies,  the  Plaintiff's  father,  having  made  proposals  of 
marriage  to  Mary  Morgan^  the  daughter  of  the 
the  testator  offered  to  give  her  a  portion  of  250/. ; 
John  DavieSy  the  father  of  Edward  DavieSy  having 
fused  his  consent  unless  the  testator  would  give  a 
portion,  a  secret  arrangement,  unknown  to  John  Dai/^^^ 
was  entered  into  between  the  testator  and  EdvtH:^^^ 
DavieSy  to  this  effect:  it  was  agreed,  that  the  testo-'^^^' 
should  give  his  bonds  to  Edward  DavieSy  for  f^^^ 
sums  of  300/.  and  100/.,  and  that  Edward  Davies  sho»^*^ 
give  to  the  testator  his  counter  bonds,  one  for  1 
and  the  other  for  the  sum  of  50/.,  thus  making 
nominal  portion  400/.,  but  the  actual  portion  2^ 
only. 

That  the  several  bonds,  dated  in  181 S,  were  acco^ 
ingly  given,  and  being  shewn  to  the  father  of  Edu^^ 
DavieSy  he  consented  to  the  proposed  marriage,  wb*' 
afterwards  took  place ;  that  40/.  only  had  been  paid 
Edward  Davies  by  the  testator  in  respect  of  the  _ 
bonds  of  300/.  and  1 00/. ;  that  the   wife   of  EdwO^^ 
Davies  had  by  fraud  obtained  possession  of  the  ba^ 
for  300/.  and  delivered  it  up  to  the  testator ;  but  ih^ 
the  other  remained  in  the  possession  of  Edward  Datfi^ 

who 
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3  iosisted  that  60/.,  with  interest,  remained  still  due 
him  thereon  from  the  estate  of  the  testator.  The 
fendant  insisted  that  the  legacy  was  specific ;  that 
txkord  Davies  could  not  be  compelled  to  pay  the 
id  debt  of  100/.,  it  having  been  given  in  fraud  of 
marriage  agreement,  and  that  the  other  bond  of 
testator  might  be  pleaded  by  way  of  set-off  thereto : 
his  answer,  the  Defendant  also  stated,  that  he  had 
red  to  commence  proceedings  upon  the  bond  against 
"oard  Davies,  if  the  Plaintiff  would  undertake  to  bear 
expenses  of  the  proceedings,  which  she  had  declined. 


1839. 


^lie  Plaintiff  did  not  enter  into  any  evidence. 

!^e  subscribing  witness  to  the  two  bonds  of  SOO/. 

\00h  was  examined  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant; 

Edward  Davies  was  also  examined  on  the  Defend- 
3  behalf  to  prove  the  circumstances,  stated  in  the 
^er,  under  which,  as  was  alleged,  the  bond  in  ques- 

had  been  given,  and  that  the  whole  amount  of  the 
other  bonds  and  interest,  miniLs  40/.,  was  still  due  to 

from  the  estate  of  the  testator. 


'he  first  question  was,  whether  the  evidence  of  Ed" 
^  Davies  was  admissible.  It  was  contended  for  the 
&ndant,^rs%,  that  his  evidence  had  been  rendered 
issible  by  the  statute  of  the  3  &  4*  W.  4.  c.  42.  ss.  26. 
27.  (a),  which  had  been  held  to  apply  to  Courts 

of 


K  Sect.  26. :  ''  And  in  order 
^der  the  rejection  of  wit- 
is  on  the  ground  of  interest 
Sequent,  be  it  further  enact- 
•^at  if  any  witness  shuli  be 
cted  to  as  incompetent,  on 
ground  that  the  verdict  or 
^ent  in  the  action,  on  which 

D 


it  shall  be  proposed  to  examine 
him,  would  be  admissible  in  evi- 
dence for  or  against  him,  such 
witness  shall  nevertheless  be 
examined,  but  in  that  case  a 
verdict  or  judgment  in  that 
action  in  favour  of  the  party 
on  whose  behalf  he  shall  have 

d  4  been 
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1839. 


Davies 

V. 

Morgan. 


of  equity;  WAeat  v.  Graham  (a) ;  and  secondb/f  that 
general  rule  was,  that  no  objection  could  be  mad^ 
the  competency  of  a  witness,  unless  he  was  directly 
terested  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  or  could  avail  biicB 
of  the  judgment  in  the  cause,  so  as  to  give  it  in  evid^ 
on  any  future  occasion  in  support  of  his  own  inte 
Smith  v.  Prager  (i).  Bent  v.  Baker  (c),  which  the 
ness  could  not  do  in  this  instance. 


For  the  Plaintiff  it  was  objected,  that  the  statute  "^"C" 
ferred  to  did  not  apply  to  this  case,  particularly  as  '^Czhe 
judgment  ^' would  not  be  admissible  in  evidence  for*         ^^ 

• 

against  him ;"  that  the  witness  had  a  direct  interest:  ^ 
proving  his  non-liability  on  the  bonds  which  the  Plaixm  ^^iff 
sought  to  recover,  by  enforcing,  through  the  Defend^i^  '^^ 
a  demand  against  the  witness. 


Mr.  Pemherton  and  Mr.  Cofe,  for  the  Plaintiff. 


Mr.  GirdJestone  and  Mr.  Bigg^  for  the  Defendant 


been  examined,  shall  not  be  ad- 
missible in  evidence  for  him  or 
any  one  claiming  under  him, 
nor  shall  a  verdict  or  judgment 
against  the  party  on  whose  be- 
half he  shall  have  been  examined, 
be  admissible  in  evidence  against 
him  or  any  one  claiming  under 
him." 

Sect  27. :  "  And  be  it  further 
enacted,  that  the  name  of  every 
witness  objected  to  as  incom- 
petent, on  the  ground  that  such 
verdict  or  judgment  would  be 
admissible  in  evidence  for  or 
against  him,  shall,  at  the  trial, 
be  endorsed  on  the  record  or 


document   on  which  the 
shall  be  had,  together  with 
name  of  the  party  on  wl 
behalf  he  was  examined,  by 
officer  of  the  Court,  at  the 
quest  of  either  party,  and  & 
be  aflerwards  entered  on 
record  of  the  judgment; 
such  indorsement  or  entry 
be  sufficient  evidence  that's 
witness  was  examined  in 
subsequent  proceeding  in  wb 
the  verdict  or  judgment  shall 
offered  in  evidence." 
(a)  7  5iTO.61.  • 
(A)  7  Term  Rep.  62. 
(e)  J  Term  Rep.  27. 


.^ne 


ill 
ill 


h 
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f  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

innot  admit  the  evidence :  the  witness  has  a  direct 
it  in  what  he  speaks  to,  and  in  making  out  that 
ond  ought  not  to  be  enforced  against  him.  (^z)  It 
however,  on  the  ground  that  the  decree  would  be 
sible  in  evidence  for  or  against  him ;  upon  a  proper 
on  it  may  have  to  be  considered  how  far  the  sta- 
Tords  a  rule  which  this  Court  ought  to  follow. 
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1839. 


Davifs 

V. 
MOBUAN. 


\  next  point  was,  whether,  under  the  terms  of  the 
lis  legacy  was  a  specific  or  a  demonstrative  legacy. 

the  PlaintiiF  it  was  contended  that  it  was  a 
istrative  legacy,  or  a  pecuniary  legacy  with  a  fund 
d  at,  out  of  which  it  was  to  be  paid,  and  that, 
>re,  it  did  not  fail,  even  if  the  fund  failed,  but  was 
le  out  of  the  general  personal  estate ;  Forwler  v. 
ghby  (i),  Campbell  v.  Graham  (c) ;  that  the  exe- 
was  chargeable  for  his  negligence  in  not  realising 
nount  due  on  the  bond ;  Powell  v.  Evans  (rf) ; 
le  statements  in  the  answer  had  not  been  proved, 
true,  would  only  shew,  that  the  bonds  had  been 
one  against  the  other,  and  the  estate  of  the  tes- 
having  thus  received  a  benefit,  was  to  that  extent 
to  make  good  ihp  claim  of  the  Plaintiff. 


the  Defendant,  on  the  principal  point,  it  was 
I,  that  the  gift  was  a  specific  gifl  of  the  bond  itself 
'  the  amount  due  on  it,  and  that  the  bequest  failed 
\  circumstance  that  the  bond  could  not  be  en- 
;  that  it  had  been  so  treated  in  the  prayer  of  the 
iff 's  bill ;  Gillaume  v.  Adderley  (e)  was  cited. 

Mr. 

«e  Holden  ▼.  Hearn,  post.  {d)  S  Vet,  839. 

8.  4>  5/tf.  354.  \e)  15  Vet,  384. 
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Mr.  Cole^  in  reply. 

The  Defendant  has  abstained  from  taking  p: 
ings  for  the  recovery  of  the  bond  during  the  infanc; 
the  Plaintiff,  as  he  was  bound  to  do,  in  order  that 
might  not  render  the  residuary  estate,  in  which  he 
interested,  liable  for  the  expenses ;  he  has  allowed 
Statute  of  Limitations  to  operate  (a),  and  has,  therefS 
made  himself  personally  liable  to  the  Plaintiff. 


TJie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  bill  in  this  case  is  filed  to  recover  a  legai 
100/.,  bequeathed  by  the  will  oi  David  Morgan  which 
made  in  the  year  1822,  whereby  he  gave  the  legacjn 
question  in  the  following  terms :  ^^  I  give  and  bequ 
to  my  grand-daughter,  Mary  DavieSj  the  sum  of  ] 
which  said  sum  is  owing  to  me  by  bond  from  her  fath 
Edward  DaviesJ*     The  first  question  is,  whether  thi 
a  specific  legacy  or  a  demonstrative  legacy,  and  I 
of  opinion  that  it  is  a  specific  legacy ;  for  these  wo 
**  which  said  sum  is  owing  to  me  "  shew  distinctly  t 
it  was  the  sum  owing  on  the  bond  which  was  specifi 
bequeathed.  (&)     Whether  the  bond  was  valid  or 
might  be  a  question ;  but  it  cannot  be  maintained  t 
the  executor  was  bound  to  pay  the  amount  if  it 
not  be  recovered  —  that  is  the  question  in  this  case* 

tbe 

ble 
has 
der 

dif 

so, 

(a)  3  &  4  JK.4.  C.42.  s.5.  568.,  and   Gardner  v.  Ift^^^ 

{b)  See  Innet  v.Johruon,  4  Ves,      6  Sim*  97. 


The  bond  has  been  produced  by  the  Plaintifi^  an 
Jacie  it  is  a  valid  bond,  but  circumstances  are  stated  i 
answer,  which,  though  not  proved,  throw  consider 
doubt  upon  the  matter.     The  Defendant,  though  he 
not  proved  it,  has  alleged  that  the  bond  was  given  u 
such  circumstances  that  it  could  never  be  enforced} 
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tliis  legacy  could  never  be  paid;  I  am  to  decide 
etber  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  shew  that  this  bond 
lid  be  enforced.  The  Defendant,  by  examining  a  wit- 
BS  who  is  not  competent,  has  failed  in  proving  his  al- 
ations ;  but  there  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  in  deciding 
I  case,  I  cannot  be  satisfied  with  the  mere  production 
:he  bond.  I  regret  that  a  suit  should  have  been  in- 
uted  on  the  subject,  and  more  so  that  there  must  be 
ther  proceedings;  I  must,  however,  direct  an  in- 
ry,  whether  this  bond,  at  the  time  of  the  testator's 
:tb,  was  a  valid  bond,  and  could  have  been  enforced, 
I  if  the  Defendant,  with  due  diligence,  could  have 
overed  the  amount  due  on  the  same. 
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18S9. 


MORRIS  V.  TIMMINS. 


1858. 
Nov.  no,  21. 


^4 MEDIATELY,  adjoining  the  respective  dwelling  A.  being  en- 

liouses  of  the  Plaintiff  and  of  the  Defendant,  in  undivided 

^^nartheUi  there  was  a  vacant'  piece  of  ground,  of  mo'ety  of  a 

which  grouDd,agreed 
with  B.  that 
•^8e  dther  of  them  should  at  any  time  purchase  the  other  moiety,  the  whole 
Aid  be  divided  in  a  particular  manner  between  them;  the  moiety  was  sold  to 
^^ird  party,  whereupon  A,  and  B,  further  agreed  that  neither  of  them  would 
^Hase  that  moiety  until  they  had  agreed  upon  a  sum  to  be  given  for  it,  subject 
he  stipulations  and  conditions  of  the  former  agreement.  A,  afterwards  refused 
^Sree  upon  the  price  to  be  given,  and  B,  having  purchased  the  moiety  of  the 
pertv,  A.  refused  to  carry  the  agreement  into  effect:  Held,  that  A,  was  not 
i^ed  in  refusing  to  fix  a  price;  and  a  suit  having  been  instituted  asalnst  him 
^»  for  a  partition  of  the  property :  Held  also,  that  A.  had  abandoned  the  con- 
cty  and  could  not  set  it  up  as  a  bar  to  the  partition. 

^  a  partition  suit,  costs,  as  at  law,  are  not  given  on  either  side  at  the  hearing ; 
'  where  a  Defendant  set  up  an  agreement  in  bar  of  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to 
'^ttition,  he  was  directed  to  pay  so  much  of  the  costs  as  were  occasioned  by  that 
^  of  the  defence. 

A  ^^^  was  set  out  by  two  tenants  in  common  of  property,  for  the  convenience 
their  respective  dwelling  houses  for  ever :  the  Court,  in  a  partition  suit,  though 
^  opinion  that  it  ought  not  to  be  interfered  with,  declined  giving  any  special  ai« 
^cUon  on  the  subject  to  the  commissioners. 
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which  the  Defendant  and  the  representatives  of  a  Mr. 
Watei's  were  seised  in  undivided  moieties  as  tenan  t.s  in 
common. 

The  moiety  belonging  to  the  representatives  of    Mr. 
Waters  being  about  to  be  sold  by  auction,  the  PlaintilT 
and   the   Defendant,   on   the    30th   oi  January   18  IS, 
entered  into  an  agreement,  that  in  the  event  of  the  De- 
fendant being  the   purchaser  thereof,  at  the  sale     bj 
auction  or  at  any  future  period,  either  directly  or    in- 
directly, then  be  would  sell  a  particular  portion  thereof 
described  in  the  agreement  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  Plaintiff 
paying  for  the  same  pro  rata^  according  to  the  price  the 
moiety  might  be  sold  for  at  the  auction  or  otherwise ; 
and  the  Plaintiff  "  agreed  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
before  stated,  and  further,  that  in  the  event  of  his  b^^ 
coming  the  purchaser  of  the  aforesaid  moiety  belonging 
to  the  late  Mr.  Waters^  by  auction  or  by  private  con- 
tract, directly  or  indirectly,  then  that  he  would  give  ^P 
the  said  purchase  to  the  Defendant  upon  the  terms   *^* 
purchased   the   same,   the   Defendant    performing    ti^^ 
agreements  and  covenants  aforesaid.'*     The  agreen*^^*^ 
contained  stipulations  as  to  the  boundary  walls,  the t*^ 
and  the  expense  of  the  conveyance. 

The  property  was  not  bought  either  by  the  Plaii^  "^ 
or  the  Defendant,  but  was  purchased  by  Sir  ^'^^^  1\ 
Protheroe  ;  whereupon  a  further  agreement  was  enie^^ 
into  between  tlie  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant,  which  ^"^^ 
indorsed  on   the  former  one,   and   was  expressed       ^ 
follows  :  —  "  The  piece  of  land  alluded  to  in  the  wit* 
written  agreement  having  been  purchased  this  day^ 
public  auction,  by  Sir  Henry  Protheroe  of  Bristol^  at   ^  _j 
exorbitant  price,  it  is  further  agreed  between  the  s^    ^ 
Aaron  Timrnins  and  Thomas  Morris,   that  neither 
them  will  purchase  the  same  of  the  said  Sir  H^^^^ 

Proiher^^ 


?» 


i 


TuCJflNS. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY-  413 

lerocj  or  of  any  other  person,  until  the  said  Aaron        1838. 

tins  and  Thomas  Morris  have  airreed  upon  a  sum       vT'*^^'^ 

^^  ^  Morris 

^ven  for  it,  subject  to  the  stipulations  and  con-      _    v. 
18  in  the  written  agreement.'' 

Jtdy  18S2,  the  agent  of  Sir  Henry  Protheroe 
id  to  sell  to  the  Plaintiff  his  moiety  of  the  plot  of 
nd,  but  the  Plaintiff  declined,  on  the  ground  of  the 
sment  existing  between  him  and  the  Defendant; 
agent  shortly  after  called  on  the  Defendant,  at 
'equest  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  requested  him  to  come 
•me  arrangement  or  agreement  relative  to  the  plot 
round,  and  to  fix  a  price  to  be  given  for  the  pur- 
e  of  it,  and  to  carry  the  agreement  into  effect,  when 
Defendant  objected  to  the  title,  and  said,  ^^  he  had 
bjection  to  divide  the  said  plot  of  ground  with  Sir 
hvtheroe,  provided  he  should  have  the  part  of  the 
of  ground  that  was  nearest  to  or  joined  the  com- 
ant's  house/*  Another  person  called  on  the  De- 
mt,  at  the  request  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  asked  what 
?,  under  the  agreement,  should  be  offered  for  the 
erty,  to  which  the  Defendant  answered,  "  that  he 
d  not  fix  upon  any  price  at  which  the  said  plot  of 
nd  should  be  purchased,  as  he  had  come  to  a  de« 
ination  to  divide  the  said  plot  of  ground." 

n  the  17th  of  April  1834,  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to 
:base  the  property  of  Sir  H.  Protheroe^  and  on  the 
•wing  day  he  sent  to  the  Defendant  to  inform  him 
he  purchase,  and  that  he  was  then  ready  to  carry 
agreement  between  them  into  effect,  when  the  De- 
ant,  in  answer  to  the  communication,  stated,  ^'  that 
Plaintiff  had  forgotten  his  honour,  and  broken  faith 
him  "  the  Defendant ;  and  he  added,  ^^  that  he 
d  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  Plaintiff,  but  that  he 
d  divide  the  plot  of  ground  yard  by  yard." 

The 
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1888.  The  Plaintiff  filed  this  bill  in  September  1835  BgA^m 

^"^T"^^^     Timmins,  insisting  that  the  Defendant  had  abando^^  ^ 

V.  the  agreement,  and  that  it  was  no  longer  binding  on   c : 

TiMMiNs.      Plaintiff,  and  praying  for  a  partition  of  the  plot  of  grou 
with  an  alternative  prayer  for  a  specific  performance 
the  agreement  if  the  Court  should  think  it  binding  u 
the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  WillcocJcj  for   the  Plaintiff? 
asked  for  the  usual  decree  for  a  partition. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  G.  Richards^  for  the  Defend- 
ant, objected  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  entided  to  have  a 
partition  of  the  property,  on  the  ground,  that  by  the 
agreement  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant, 
neither  of  them  was  to  purchase  the  moiety  belonging  to 
the  representatives  of  Mr.  Waters  until  they  had  agreed 
upon  a  sum  to  be  given  for  it. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  case  it  appears  that  a  piece  of  ground,  situate 
between  the  houses  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  be- 
longed to  the  Defendant    and   to    the  executors   or 
trustees  of  a  person  of  the  name  of  Waters^  as  tenants  in 
common ;  and  that  the  interest  therein  of  Waters  being 
about  to  be  put  up  for  sale,  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant 
entered  into  an  agreement  to  become  respectively  entitled 
to  different  portions  of  this  ground,  and  to  carry  their 
intentions  into  effect  by  purchase,  and  by  subsequent 
partition   and   division;   and  on   the  SOth  of  January 
1819,  being  the  morning  of  the  intended  sale,  an  agree- 
ment in  writing  was  entered  into,  whereby  it  was  stipu- 
lated that  the  Defendant  should  bid  at  the  sale,  and  that  , 
in  the  event  of  his  becoming  the  purchaser  of  the  moiety   ' 
of  the  land  in  question,  he  should  convey  a  portion  of  "^ 

the 
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tbe     whole  of  such  land  to  the  Plaintiff;  and. that,  if       18S8. 
HiMOtiff  should  become  the  purchaser,  he  should 
'v^  up  his  purchase  to  the  Defendant,  the  Defendant 
Arming  the  covenants  of  such  written  agreement. 


t  the  sale  by  auction  Sir  Henry  Protheroe  became 
purchaser  at  the  sum  of  450/.,  which  being  con- 

s^cl^x^  an  exorbitant  price  by  the  Plaintiff  and  De- 

they  entered  into  another  agreement  in  writing, 

neither  of  them  would  purchase  the  same  of  Sir 

ry  Protheroe  or  any  other  person,  until  the  Plaintiff 

Defendant  had  agreed  upon  a  sum  to  be  given  for 

^^   s^mibject  to  the  stipulations  and  conditions  in  the  former 

^^^'i^ten  agreement 


a 


e  plain  intention  of  the  latter  agreement  was,  that 
i^^x^^lier  the  Plaintiff  nor  Defendant  should  prejudice  the 
^^*^^Mr  by  giving  an  exorbitant  price ;  the  object  was  to 
^^^*^*y  out  the  first  agreement  without  prejudice  to  either 
f^^**^y ;  it  is  expressed,  that  unless  the  two  should  agree, 
as  not  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  enable  either 
ut  an  end  to  the  first  agreement,  but  it  prevents  the 
ing  the  first  agreement  in  force,  by  payment  of  an 
'bitant  price  to  the  prejudice  of  either  party. 


i^ 


V^ 


I 


e  agreement  was  entered  into  on  the  dOth  of 

tiary  1819,  and  no  dispute  arose  between  the  Plain- 

«nd  Defendant  until  18S2.     In  the  early  part  of  that 

Sir  Henry  Protheroe  being  desirous  of  selling  the 

rest  in  the  ground  in  question,  which  he  had  acquired 

V  purchase,  made  an  offer  thereof  through  his  agent 

''"^ojww,  to  the  Plaintiff,  which  is  proved  by  the  evi* 

^^ce  of  Thoma%.     The  Plaintiff,  upon  receiving  this 

^^r,  had  immediate  regard  to  his  agreement  with  the 

4)ef(aidant,  and  having  regard  to  that  agreement,  he 

desired 
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V, 

T1HUIN8. 


desired  TAomas  to  communicate  with  the  Defendant;  ^ 
communication  was  had  with  the  Defendant^  who,  it.^ 
appears  to  me,  did  not  refuse,  but  evaded  the  subject  :s 
he  said  there  was  some  difficulty  on  the  tide ;  I  do  not^ 
understand  what  it  was ;  but  the  consequence  was,  that^ 
the  oiFer  of  Sir  Henry  Protheroe  made  in  the  beginnin, 
of  1832  was  not  acted  upon. 

In  the  year  1833,  it  is  stated  that  an  offer  of  sale  wi 
made  by  Sir  Henri/  Protheroe  to  the  Defendant,  and  th 
letter  containing  it  has  been  produced. 

It  is  stated  by  T/iomaSy  that  from  1832  to  1834  h 
repeatedly  applied,  at  the  instance  of  the  Plaintiff, 
the  Defendant,  to  enter  into  an  agreement  to  accepts 
the  offer  of  Sir  Henry  Protheroe,  and  that  these  com 
munications  ended  in  this,  tliat  the  Defendant  said  h 
would  divide  the  plot  of  ground  with  Sir  Henry  Pro^ 
iheroe  on  certain  terms,  namely,  ^that  his  portion  should 
be  on  the  side  of  Plaintiff's  house :  this  is  positively 
sworn  to;  his  object  was  to  exclude  Jforr/s  altogether 
from  that  portion  of  the  ground. 

On  the  21st  o^  February  1834,  the  Plaintiff  sent  Aubrey 
to  communicate  with  the  Defendant  on  the  subject  of  the 
offer ;  and  upon  that  occasion  the  Defendant  in  answer 
said  he  would  not  agree  to  any  price,  that  he  intended 
to  divide  the  land  with  the  owner  of  the  other  half.    Sir 
Henry  Protheroe  had  a  right  to  transfer  his  interest  in 
the  property,  and,  under  the  first  agreement,  the  Plain- 
tiff had  a  l-ight  to  accept  the  transfer :  by  the  second 
agreement  cither  could  prevent  the  other  giving  an  ex- 
orbitant price  for  the  land,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
Defendant  had  no  right  to  say,  ^*  this  agreement  shall 
never   be   carried    into  effect,   because    I   will  never 
agree  on  a  price ;  I  will  not  only  prevent  the  perform* 


TiMMINS. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  417 

.nc:e  of  the  agreement,  but  will  prevent  you  from  ever        18S8. 
romine  owner  of  the  land  eltlier  with  me  or  inde-     ^^^T^^^^^ 

^  MORRIB 

pendently  of  roe."    The  consequence  of  this  refusal  on      _    o. 
^he  part  of  the  Defendant  was,  that  the  Plaintifi*  entered 
into  a  separate  agreement  with  Sir  Henry  Protlieroe^ 
dated  the  17th  April  1834*,  to  purchase  the  property 
ibr   350/.,  having  been  compelled  to  do  so  or  be  ex- 
cluded for  ever.     Even  after  the  purchase,  the  PlaintiflF 
'^^as  desirous  of  havmg  the  agreement  carried  into  ex- 
ecution, and  he  sent  his  son  to  the  Defendant  to  tell 
him  so ;  but  the  Defendant  replied,  ''  that  the  Plaintiff 
had  forgotten  his  honour,  and  broken  faith  with  him," 
and  added  ^^  that  he  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
Plaintiff,  but  that  he  would  divide  the  plot  of  ground 
yard  by  yard."     The  Defendant  therefore  rejected  the 
Agreement,  because  he  considered  that  Plaintiff  had  not 
observed  the  second  memorandum  of  agreement,  which 
stipixlated  that  the  price  should  be  first  agreed  upon 
hei^reen  them ;  the  Defendant  in  effect  says  to  the  Plam- 
'^fl^     "  You   have   not  performed   the  agreement,   and 
^Hliough  I  was  the  cause,  I  will  divide  the  land  yard  by 
y^r'ci."     Some  negotiation   between    the   parties   took 

P*ncc  after  this,  and  we  have  the  evidence  of  Jones,  who 

• 

^  the  solicitor  of  the  Defendant,  who  says  that  the 
■^-^^fisndant  in  April  1835,  gave  notice  that  he  would 
^■^I^ute  any  conveyance  of  the  moiety  from  Protheroe 
^  t.lie  Plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  the  agreement  where- 
by one  was  not  to  purchase  without  the  consent  of  the 
^^*^^r,  and  the  Defendant  then  stated  "that  he  would 
f^^d  by  the  agreement,"  which  prevented  one  purchas- 
**^S   without  the  other. 

1  think  in  this  respect  the  Defendant  was  wrong,  and 
"^  question  is,  whether  he  has  not  rejected  the  other 
S^eement:  I  think  he  has  abandoned  the  agreement, 
^*^^  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it. 

"Vol.  I.  Ee  The 
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The  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  partition :  then  comee 
the  question  as  to  costs,  as  to  which  there  is  soin» 
difficulty.     The  Plaintiff  claims  a  partition,   and  ha 
suggested  the  agreement  in  Iiis  bill  as  a  thing  whicT 
might  be  set  up  by  the  Defendant.     The  DefendaiK-ir 
says  there  is  an  agreement  which  prevents  the  PlaintL 
claiming  any  right  to  a  partition,  because  he  had  d 
right  to  purchase —  he  disputes  the  right  to  a  partitio 
and  therefore  this  is  not  a  common  partition  suit,  wher^ 
as  at   law,  no  costs  are  given  on  either  side  at  t 
hearing  (a).      This  is  a  case  in  which  the  right  to 
partition  is  disputed  by  reason  of  an  agreement  which 
set  up  in  bar :  this  takes  it  out  of  the  common  case, 
am  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  is  not  entitled  to 
benefit  of  the  agreement  which  he  has  relied  on,  ai^ 
as  costs  have  been  incurred  thereby,  he  ought  to 
such  portion  of  the  costs  as  have  been  occasioned 
setting  up  the  agreement. 


a 
u 
I 
e 


The  bill  stated  that  a  road  or  carriage  way  had 
set  out  by  Thomas  Waters  and  the  Defendant  over  pa 
of  the  land,   for  the  convenience  of  their   respecti 
dwelling-houses  for  ever.     This  was  admitted  by 


answer. 


Mr.  Kinderdey,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  aski 
that  special  directions  might  be  given  to  the  commi 
sioners,  that  in  making  the  partition,  this  right  of 
should  not  be  interfered  with. 


■^     i-     s- 


Mr.  Pemberton^  contra. 


{d)  See  Beamet  on  Costs,  48 ;      Agar  v.  Fairfax^  17  F(0».  539. 
Seaton  on  Decrees,   187»   188; 
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Z^he  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


he  setting  out  of  the  road  is  stated  in  the  bill  and  is 
itted  by  the  answer,  and  I  think  it  ought  not  to  be 
with ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  I  ought  to  give 
special  directions  by  the  decree. 


1838. 


SPIRE  V.  SMITH. 


1859. 
May  S8i 


I  "^KE  question   in    this  case   was,    whether  certain  Several  ao- 
annuities,  given  by  the  will  and  codicils  of  the  by  a  win  and 


to 


q^ 


^.tor,  were  cumulative  or  substitutional. 

J  his  will  the  testator  gave  as  follows :  —  "I  give 
^^r.   William  Spire^  of  Laverton^  in  the  parish  of 
^^^^Aclandj  in  Gloucestershire ^  20/.  per  annum  for  and 
xig  his  natural  life,  and  should  he  die  before  his 
^«nt  wife,  at  his  demise  I  will  that  she  shall  have  50/. 
l^erself,  in  order  that  she  may  bury  him  gentleman- 
-     with  that  sum.     I  will  that  my  executors  shall  so 
sige  matters,  that  he  may  receive  those  payments 
erly,  without  failure  even  once." 


codicils,  held 
to  be  cumu- 
lative. 


or 


J  a  second  codicil  to  his  will,  the  testator  gave  as 
ws:  —  "18S7,  Jw/y  20th,  I  give  to  William  Spire, 
-^Zaverton,  in  the  parish  of  BucJcland,  in  Gloucester- 
',  the  sum  of  10/.  per  annum,  for  and  during  his 
ral  life ;  and  I  give  to  his  present  wife,  for  and 
ng  her  natural  life,  independent  of  him,  unless  jointly 
each  \QL  be  united  for  their  mutual  comfort.'' 

Ee  2  '    And 
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1839.  And  by  the  fourth  codicil,  he  gave  in  the  following 

words :  —  "  8th  September  1837.  If  my  God  should  take 
me  off  suddenly,  it  is  my  wish  that  my  executors  should 
provide  of  WiUiam  Spire,  of  Laverton,  Gloucestershire^ 
and  his  now  wife,  10/.  each  per  annum  more  than  I  have 
given  them  by  my  will.  Jeremiah  Knill.'' 

Mr.  Stinton,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  William  Spire  and  his 
wife,  argued  that  the  annuities  were  cumulative  and  not 
substitutional,  and  claimed  the  several  annuities  given  by 
the  will  and  two  codicils. 

Mr.  Koe,  for  the  executors,  contrct. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  It  is  difficult  to  say  what 
the  testator  intended ;  but  the  inclination  of  my  opinion 
is,  that  all  the  annuities  take  effect  [his  Lordship  read 
the  will],  so  that  the  husband  is  to  have  20/.  a  year  for 
life,  and  the  wife  after  his  death  is  to  have  50/.  for  a 
particular  purpose,  namely,  to  bury  her  husband.  Then 
comes  the  second  codicil  [his  Lordship  read  it].  He  has 
not  distinctly  given  10/.  a  year  to  the  wife,  but  has  done 
it  by  implication,  for  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  that  he 
intended  to  give  it  to  her,  for  he  speaks  of  their  each  10/. 
a  year.  He  has  given  to  each  \pL  a  year,  that  to  the 
wife  being  independent  of  her  husband,  or  giving  to  her 
a  power  over  it,  and  this  therefore  cannot  be  substitu- 
tion  for  the  gift  by  the  will  [his  Lordship  read  the 
fourth  codicil].  By  the  fourth  codicil,  he  gives  to  the 
husband  and  wife,  ^'  J  0/.  each  per  annum  more  than  he 
had  given  them  by  the  will:"  the  annuity  to  the  wife  is 
not  given  by  the  fourth  codicil,  in  the  same  way  in 
which  the  annuity  was  given  by  the  second  codicil,  or 
independently  of  her  husband,  and  is  not  a  substitute 
for  it.  The  case  is  not  free  from  doubt ;  but  my  im- 
pression iSf  that  the  testator  has  not  used  words  of 

substitution 
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sabstitutioD,   and    that   all    the    bequests   take    effect.        1839. 
The  10/.  a  year  given  to  the  wife  by  the  second  codicil 
must  be  paid  to  her  separate  receipt 


In  re  CHILCOTE.  May  25. 

^T^HLS  was  a  special  petition,  presented  by  Mr.  Pear*  A  bill  of  costt 

-*-     man^  for  the  taxation  of  his  solicitor's  bill :    it  inc7irfed1l)y 
stated  the  retainer  by  the  petitioner,  and  the  delivery  A.  and  B. 
by  the  solicitor  of  his  bill,  amounting  to  806/.     The  in'^acuoDThav- 
petition  also  stated,  that  the  solicitor  had  received  money  '"g  ^^^ 
on  account  of  his  bill,  amounting  to  377/.,  and  retained  against  them 
the  papers,  &c.,  of  the  petitioner,  and  that  the  costs  ^*^^  ^^^ '"?" , 

were  unreasonable.  amount,  the 

Court  refused 
to  direct  a 

The  petition  prayed  for  the  taxation  of  the  bill,  the  taxation  and 
petitioner  submitting  to  pay  what  might  be  found  to  be  proceedings  at 
due,  and  that  all  proceedings  might  be  stayed  in  the  law,  on  the 

.    *  00  undertaking 

meanUme.  of  A.  alone, 

to  pay  what 
might  be 
It  appeared  by  an  affidavit,  filed  in  opposition  to  the  found  due. 

petition,  that  from  1832  to  1834,  the  solicitor  had  been 
employed  by  the  petitioner  Pearman  alone,  during  which 
time  bills  of  costs,  amounting  to  104/.,  had  been  in- 
curred; and  that  from  September  1835  to  October  1838, 
the  petitioner  Pearman  and  a  Mr.  Jay  jointly  employed 
the  solicitor,  during  which  period  bills  of  costs,  amount- 
ing to  702/.,  had  been  incurred  on  their  joint  retainer ; 
and  that  during  such  employment,  the  solicitor  had 
received  from  Mr.  Jay  SllL  on  account 

That  the  solicitor,  in  order  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
the  bills  due  to  him  from  Jay  and  Pearman  on  their 

E  e  %  joint 
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1839.       joint  retainer,  brought  an  action  at  law  against  them,  in 
^"^T"^^^^"^     which  they  had  appeared  separately  and  pleaded  to  the 

Chilcote.     action. 

The  affidavit  further  stated,  that  Jay  was  the  only 
responsible  party  to  whom  the  Plaintiff  could  look  for 
payment  of  the  costs  due  jointly  from  Jay  and  Pear* 
man. 


Mr.  K.  Parker,  in  support  of  the  petition,  cited  In  re 
Murray  (a)  to  show  that  the  possession  by  the  soli- 
citor of  deeds  was  a  sufficient  ground  for  the  taxation 
of  his  bill. 

Mr.  Flaiher  objected,  that  the  bills  incurred  on  the 
joint  retainer  could  not  be  taxed  on  the  undertaking  to 
pay  of  one  client  only,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  other ; 
the  solicitor  would  thus  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  o: 
the  undertaking  of  the  only  responsible  party. 

Mr.  IL  Parker,  in  reply,  contended  that  it  was  no' 
necessary  that  there  should  be  a  joint  undertaking,  for 
in  that  case,  one  party  might  lose  the  benefit  of  a  t 
ation,  because  the  other  refused  to  join  in  the  applii 
tion. 

The  MiisTER  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  no  such  cas^ 
had  been  alleged :  that  this  was  an  application  to  tax 
joint  bill  of  costs  in  the  absence  of  one  of  the  parties 
and   that   the  order  for   taxation  must,  therefore,  be 
confined  to  the  bill  incurred  by  the  petitioner  solely, 
and  as  to  which  no  action  was  pending. 

(a)  1  Rus»,S\9*    And  see  re  Rice,  2  Keen,  181. 
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1839. 


JOHN  LIPPIAT  V.  WALTER  HOLLEY,  by       i^<*.  is- 
JOHN  BUBB,  his  Guardian. 


B 


Y  a  decree  of  the  23d  of  February  18SS,  it  was  A  proposed 
referred  to  the  Master,  to  take  an  account  of  what  of  a  suit  ap- 

^as  due  to  the  Defendant  for  principal  and  interest  on  pearing  to  be 

*^  '  for  the  benefit 

^  indenture  of  the  5th  ox  January  1797 ;  and  to  take  an  of  an  infant 

Account  of  all  sums  laid  out  by  the  Defendant,  or  by  Jf  ^ourt ' 

'^'ose  under  whom  he  claimed,  in  obtaining  a  renewal  sanctioned  it, 

of «  1  J  •  J   1     A*         •  without  a  re- 

^'  a  lease  and  necessary  repairs  and  lasting  improve-  fgrence  to  the 

^ents  on  the  premises,  with  interest ;  and  also  to  take  Master. 

^  account  of  rents  and  profits  received  by  the  Defend- 
^^  and  the  several  persons  under  whom  he  claimed, 
^^   the  Defendant  was  to  be  charged  with  an  occupa- 


€  Master,  by  his  report,  dated  the  2d  of  March 

^  "^3  found  the  sum  of  1254?/.  to  be  due  from  the  Plaintiff 

^o^  Defendant,  and  the  sum  of  14-27/.  due  from  the 

^'^ridant  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  on  the  whole,  that  173/. 

c3ue  from  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff. 


t*lie  Defendant  took  exceptions  to  the  report,  which 
^^^    over-ruled   without  costs,   and   the  deposit  was 
^^^^red  to  be  returned. 

At  the  hearing  a  compromise  was  agreed  upon ;  but 
wie  registrar  objected  to  draw  up  the  order,  on  the 
ground  that  there  ought  previously  to  be  a  reference  to 
the  Master,  to  inquire  whether  the  intended  compromise 
would  be  beneficial  to  the  infant. 

Ee^  Mr. 
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18S9. 


Mr.  Kitiderslej/  and  Mr.  Beikell  now  applied  that 
order  might  be  drawn  up  without  incurring  the  expeni. 
of  a  reference.     They  urged  that  all  the  facts  bei 
now  before  the  Court  in  the  same  way  as  if  the  matt^ 
were  before   the  Master,   and  the  Court  having  t 
means  of  seeing  that  the  arrangement  was  manifest 
for  the  infant's  benefit,  it  was  unnecessary  to  send 
matter  before  the  Master. 


he 
ise 


^r 
le 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  was  disposed 
make  the  order  without  a  reference,  as  it  clearly  a 
peared  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant.    The  decree  sbouZI 
contain  a  recital  to  that  effect. 


to 


^  Id 


^^  Declare  that  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  Defen 
ant  that  such  order  should  be  made  as  follows* 
Plaintiff,  by  his  counsel,  consenting  thereto.  And 
Court  doth  therefore  order,  that  the  Defendant  do  assi 
the  lease  of  the  premises  in  the  pleadings  in  this  cau: 
mentioned  to  the  Plaintifi*;  and  do  deliver  up  to 
Plaintiff  all  deeds,  papers  and  writings  relating  to 
premises,  in  his  custody  or  power;  and  it  is  order 
that  the  Defendant  do  attorn  tenant  to  the  PlaintiflT 
the  mill  and  premises,  with  the  machinery,  &c« ;  and  d 
execute  to  the  Plaintiff  a  release  of  the  mortgage  debr 
and  of  the  claim  in  respect  thereof;  and  it  is 
that  the  Plaintiff  do  execute  to  the  Defendant  a 
of  all  claims  for  or  in  respect  of  the  rents,  or  otherwise 
in  relation  to  the  matters  in  question  in  this  suit ;  and 
it  is  ordered  that  the  Defendant  be  at  liberty  to  keep 
the  said  premises,  as  tenant  to  the  Plaintifi^,  at  a  pepper 
corn  rent,  until  Lady-day  now  next ;  and  it  is  ordered 
that  the  Defendant  do  then  deliver  up  possession  of  the 
said  premises  and  all  the  fixtures,  &c. ;  and  it  is  or- 
dered that  all  further  proceedings  in   this  cause  be 

stayed, 
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t  with  liberty  to  any  of  the  parties  to  apply        1 839. 
irt,  touching  the  performance  of  the  direction 
en,  as  they  may  be  advised."    Reg.  Lib.  B., 
58. 


KEYS  V.  KEYS. 

1838. 

of  the  testator's  estate  consisted  of  50,000  sicca      Dec.  19. 
s,  invested  by  him  in  the  Beiigal  6  per  cent.       Apr^\e 

loan  of  1822.23.  A  receiver  had 

been  ap- 

^er  of  the  testator's  estate  had  been  appointed,  testator's 
5t  on  the  loan  having:  ceased,  the  receiver  pre-  estate,  part  of 

*^  which  was  m 

etition  to  the  Court,  for  liberty  to  execute  a  Tndia^  and  it 

ittorney  to  Messrs.  Forbes  and  Co.,  or  some  having  become 
''      ,  ,         .  ,  ,      necessary  to 

on  authorising  them  to  receive  the  funds  in  have  it  re- 

transmit  them  to  this  country.  that^the  pro- 

per course 
wastoieferit 
Moore^  for  the  petition.        ^  to  the  Master, 

to  enquire 
what  would 

.STER  of  the  Rolls  said  that  the  practice  in  be  the  most 

had  been  settled  in  a  case  of  Wood  v.  Wood;  'f^.^'J'lT^^L 

'    course  lor  re- 

n  inquiry  must  be  made,  as  to  what  was  the  ceiving  and 

,  remitting  it  to 

se  in  such  cases.  Ew/and. 


19th  of  December  1838,  it  was  referred  to  the 
>  inquire  and  state  to  the  Court,  what  could 
*st  advantageous  course  of  receiving  and  re- 
England  the  sum  of  50,000  sicca  rupees  ; 
alising,  collecting  and  remitting  to  England 
part  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  which 
n  India  ;  and  to  approve  of  a  scheme  for  that 


By 
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1839. 


Keys 

V. 

Keys. 


By  his  report,  dated  the  25th  of  Marchj  the  Mas 
approved   of  a  power  of  attorney  being  sent  out 
Messrs.  Forbes  and  Co.  to  receive  the  sicca  rupees  a 
any  other  part  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  in  Indi 
and  by  an  order  made  the  16th  of  Aprils  the  Maste^^'  ' 
report  was  confirmed ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  pe^'  ^ 
tioner  should  be  at  liberty  to  send  out  a  power  of  ^^ 
torney  to  Messrs.  Forbes  and  Co.  to  receive  the  note  ^^^ 
50,000  sicca  rupees  and  the  proceeds  thereof  and  anr/ 
other  monies  or  estates  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the 
testator,  and  to  remit  the  same  to  the  petitioner;  and  it 
was  ordered  that  the  petitioner  should  be  at  liberty  to 
authorise  Messrs.  Forbes  to  do  all  proper  and  necessary 
acts  for  that  purpose. 


March  17. 


LOW  V.  CARTER. 


The  only  way 
in  which  ex- 
ecutors can 
obtain  com- 
plete exoner- 
ation is  by 
passing  their 
accounts  in  a 
court  of 
equity,  and 
the  Court  is, 


npHE  testator,  'Jolm  Carter^  by  his  will,  dated  the 
-*-  13th  oi February  ISSl-,  after  desiring  his  executors 
to  pay  his  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  proceeded 
in  these  words :  —  "If  my  wife  Elizabeth  Carter  out- 
lives me,  then  the  said  Elizabeth  Carter  to  be  in  posses- 
sion of  all  my  furniture,  plate,  glass  and  books,  and  for 
the  time  of  her  natural  life,  to  receive  the  yearly  interest 

consequently,    and  profits  of  all  my  property  tliat  I  am  in  possession  of  at 

anxious  not  to 

deter  them  niy 

from  so  doing, 

by  visiting  them  with  the  costs. 

A  husband  transferred  money  in  the  funds  into  the  joint  names  of  himself  and 
wife,  for  the  purpose  of  making  n  provision  for  her;  and  by  his  will  he  bequeathed 
to  his  wife  a  life  interest  in  *'  all  his  property  that  he  was  in  possession  of:"  Held, 
that  the  stock  did  not  pass. 

A  testator  directed  his  widow  *'  to  be  in  possession  of  all  his  furniture,  plate,  glass 
and  books,  and  for  the  time  of  her  natural  life,  to  receive  the  yearly  interest  and 
profits  of  all  his  property  that  he  was  in  possession  of  at  his  death :"  Held^  that  the 
widow  took  a  life  interest  only  in  the  furniture,  &c. 
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my  death;  and  if  the  300Z.  which  is  now  in  the  hands        1839« 

of  Messrs.  David  and  Joseph  Hylandj  of  Bunvash,  in 

SusseXf  when  I  die,  I  request  it  to  be  taken  from  their 

hand,  and  put  into  the  best  stock  in  the  Bank  of  Eng^ 

kmdj  but  in  no  sinking  fund;  to  be  put  in  Elizabeth 

Carter's  name,  and  she  to  receive  the  interest  during 

her  natural  life.     And  if  my  wife  outlives  me,  I  request 

my  executors  will  see  that  she  be  decently  buryed,  and 

all  expenses  paid ;  then  after  that,  the  whole  of  what 

remains  to  be  equally  divided  in  four  parts."     He  then 

gave  one  fourth  to  Thomas  Low  and  Sarah  his  wife,  and 

the  remaining  three  fourths  to  other  persons;  and  he 

appointed  Thomas  Low  and  James  Heiisley  executors. 

The  testator  died  on  the  29th  of  August  1834,  and  his 

two  executors  proved  his  will. 

At  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator,  there  stood, 
in  the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  wife,  a  sum  of 
Si 5/.  new  3/.  105.  per  cent  reduced  bank  annuities, 
which  sum  the  testator,  in  the  month  o{  January  1834, 
had  directed  his  stock-broker  to  purchase  in  the  joint 
names  of  himself  and  wife,  for  the  purpose,  as  he 
stated  to  his  stock-broker,  of  making  a  provision  for  his 
wife. 

There  was  parol  evidence  of  the  testator  having, 
in  a  conversation  which  took  place  the  day  before  his 
death,  said,  ^^that  the  said  property  in  the  Bank  of 
England  being  in  their  joint  names,  he  considered  it 
belonged  to  his  wife  solely  at  his  decease,  and,  there- 
fore, he  had  no  occasion  to  leave  it  to  her  by  will." 

The  only  other  property  of  the  testator  was  the  300/. 
due  from  Messrs.  Hyland^  the  furniture,  &c.,  valued  at 
19L  ns.9  and  about  20/. 


Thb 
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This  bill  was  filed  by  Thomat  I/m  and  Sarah 
wife  and  James  HensUy^  against  Sarah  Carter  the  i 
and  the  other  persons  interested.     The  bill  claimed 
315/.  bank  annuities  as  part  of  the  testator's  estate, 
also  insisted  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  the  fumit^ 
for  life  only,  and  prayed  the  usual  accounts. 


Mr.  Kitidetsley  and  Mr.  Hull^  for  the  Plaintiff, 
tended,  that  the  widow  took  a  life  interest  only  in 
furniture ;  that  the  stock  passed  under  the  will,  as 
in  the  testatoi^'s  *^  possession"  at  his  death,  and,  coi 
quently,  that  the  widow  was  entitled  thereto  for 
only. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  L.  fVigram,  for  Defendan 
the  same  interest  with  the  Plaintiff,  contended,  that  e 
if  the  testator  had  transferred  the  funds  into  the  j 
names  of  himself  and  wife  for  the  purpose  of  makio, 
provision  for  her,  yet  the   extent  of  the  interest 
was  to  take  being  undefined,  the  testator  must 
intended  her  to  take  a  life  interest  only. 


Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Schomberg,  conird^  for  the  wid 
contended)  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  furniture 
solutely,  and  that  the  testator   had  no   power  to 
queath  the  315/.  stock,  which  survived  to  his  wid 
Dummer  v.  Pitcher,  {a)      That  the   executors  havi 
taken  upon  themselves  the  duty  of  administering  t 
estate,  were  not  justified  in  coming  to  the  Court,  whe 
no  difficulty  really  existed,  and  in  incurring  expen 
which  would  exhaust  the  whole  of  this  little  property. 

That  the  bill   had  been   filed  by  executors,  nom 
nally  for  the  administration  of  this  very  small 

(a)  2  Myl.  4r  K.  S62. 


fe 


la 
en 
ant 
a 

e 


jrs,  "  If  my  wife  Elizabeth  Carter  outlives  me,  then 
^  ^aid  Elizabeth  Carter  to  be  in  possession  of  all  my 
^^iture,  plate,  glass  and  books,  and  for  the  term  of 
^^  Yiatural  life,  to  receive  the  yearly  interest  and  profits 
^ll  my  property  that  I  am  in  possession  of  at  my 
"^^tli : "  and  the  question  is,  whether  this  stock,  which 
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bat  in  reality  for  purposes  of  vexation  and  to  impeach        1839. 
^e  title  of  the  Defendant  to  the  315/.  stock,  to  which 
she  was  entitled  independently  of  the  will,  and  that  the 
bill  ought  therefore  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Mr.  Kindersley^  in  reply.     The  only  way  in  which  an 

executor  can  be  protected  is  to  have  his  accounts  passed 

^^  this  Court:  the  smallness  of  the  estate  is  not  the  fault 

o^   and  does  not  alter  the  liability  of  the  executor :  the 

(^<>tirt  cannot  refuse  to  allow  an  executor  to  pass  his 

A<^<2ounts,  in  the  only  way  which  will  secure  him  from 

ftiture  peril. 

ZHie  Master  qf  the  Rolls. 

rrhere  are  two  questions  in  this  case :  first,  whether 
tli^  will  passed  certain  stocks  which  were  standing  in  the 
joix^t  names  of  the  testator  and  his  wife  at  his  decease; 
Bj^d,  secondly,  what  interest  the  wife  took  in  the  fur- 
niture and  other  things  under  the  will  of  her  husband. 

In  January  1834,  the  testator  caused  certain  stocks 
*^  be  invested  in  the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  wife : 
wis  stock  was  not  then  in  his  own  possession,  though  it 
™'Sht  be  said  to  be  in  the  possession  of  himself  and 
^*fe»  and  was  so  circumstanced,  that  he  might  have 
"^^sferred  it  into  his  own  name,  and  thus  have  dealt 
^*tl^   ji;  H5  he  pleased. 

lo   Febmary  1834?  the  testator  made  his  will,  in  which 
he 
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1839.  was  standing  in  the  joint  names,  passed  by  the  de- 
scription of  ^'  all  my  property  that  I  am  in  possession  of 
at  my  death,"  and  I  think  it  did  not :  the  property  was 
transferred  into  the  joint  names,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
survivor,  and  although  it  was  stock  which  the  testator 
could  in  his  life-time  have  transferred  into  his  own  name 
alone,  yet  it  was  not  strictly  ^^  in  his  possession  at  his 
death."  The  will  operated  only  upon  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  at  that  moment  the  right  of  the  survivor 
took  effect,  and  there  was  then  no  authority  or  power  to 
defeat  it. 

As  to  the  other  point,  I  think  that  the  testator  meant 
that  his  wife  should  take  a  life  interest  only,  in  the  fur- 
niture, plate,  glass  and  books ;  and  that  at  her  death, 
the  whole,  after  payment  of  the  expenses  of  her  funeral, 
were  to  be  divided  between  the  persons  pointed  out; 
she  was  to  have  the  ^^  possession"  of  these  specific  arti- 
cles, and  it  appears  from  the  will  that  the  testator  intended 
that  she  should  not  take  more  than  a  life  interest  in 
them. 

As  to  the  costs  of  the  suit,  I  cannot  conceive  that  any 
thing  could  be  more  hard,  than  that  executors  who  are 
called  on  to  administer  estates  where  there  are  doubtful 
questions  arising  on  the  will,  and  who  can  be  exonerated 
only  by  having  their  accounts  passed  in  a  court  of  equity, 
should  be  deterred  from  coming  to  this  Court,  by  being 
visited  with  the  costs  of  the  proceeding. 

Looking  at  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  and  at  the  de- 
cisions of  this  Court,  which  shew  that  executors  can  only 
obtain  complete  exoneration  by  having  their  accounts 
passed  in  this  Court  (a),  can  I  say  that  the  executors  aie 

not 

(a)  KnatchbuU  v.  Feamhead^  5  Afyl,  ^  Cr,  132. 


•     « 
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oot  justified  in  seeking  the  opinion  of  the  Court  in  this        1839. 
case,  although  it  has  turned  out,  that  on  the  principal 
point,  there  has  been  a   decision  in  favour  of  Mrs. 
Carter? 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
in  such  cases,  cannot  be  exercised  at  a  less  expense ; 
but  when  we  so  frequently  see  suits  instituted  against 
executors,  after  a  considerable  lapse  of  time,  ancf  find 
them  held  personally  responsible  for  acts  done  by  them 
in  mistake,  but  with  the  most  honest  intention,  the 
necessity  of  giving  them  every  opportunity  of  exoner- 
ating themselves,  by  passing  their  accounts  in  this 
Court,  is  obvious. 


HODGE  V.  LEWIN.  j^^  i7. 

TJY  an  order  of  the  Court,  dated  the  5th  of  November  The  diviHends 

-*-*   1830,  it  was  declared  that  the  income  of  the  pro-  ^our\"J5yn 

duce  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  insufficient  for 

together  with  tlie  accumulations  arising  therefrom,  were  of^an  annuhy 

subiect  to   the  payment   of  the  Defendant's,  Eleanor  charged  upon 

MoiUKSi  jointure  or  rent-charge  ot  300/.  a-year  for  her  spective  order 

life,  so  far  as  the  same  would  extend  to  pay;  and  it  was  ?^^.?*^®i 

declared,  tliat  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  have  any  from  time  to 

deficiency  in  the  income  to  answer  the  arrears  and  keep  much  of  The 

down  the  future  payments  of  the  said  jointure  or  rent-  corpus  as 

charge  raised,  from  time  to  time,  by  the  sale  of  the  capi-  ^\^^  ^\^\^  ^he 

I2X  dividends,  be 

'  necessary 

for  raising  the  amount  of  the  anoui^. 
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tal  produce  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  tes- 
tator, as  occasion  might  require. 

The  fund  in  Court  charged  with  this  sum  of  300/. 
a-year  amounted  to  4,882/.  consols,  and  in  consequence 
of  the  dividends  being  inadequate  to  keep  down  the  ac- 
cruing payments  of  the  rent-charge,  it  had  fallen  into 
arrear  to  the  amount  of  325/. 


The  Committee  of  Eleanor  Routh^  who  was  a  lunatic, 
presented  a  petition  praying  a  sale  of  sufficient  part  of^^^ 
the  4,882/.  to  raise  the  arrears,  and  for  a  sale,  hal^ 
yearly,  of  so  much  of  the  capital  sum  as  would  be 
cient  with  the  accruing  dividends,  to  answer  the  annuitr,^^ 
of  300/.  a  year,  and  for  payment  thereof  accordingly. 


Mr.  Tinnei/f  in  support  of  the  petition. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  on  a  former  day,  doubts 
whether  a  prospective  order  could  be  made  for  raisi 
the  deficiency  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  fund,  but  he  n 
made  the  order  on  the  authority  of  a  case  of  SwaUaw 
Swallow  {a). 


^8 


The  order,  after  directing  payment  of  the  arrears,  pr^^ 
ceeded,  "  And  on  or  after  the  6th  day  of  January  ne 


an* 


(a)  Swallow  r.  Swallow. 
The  order  in  this  case  stated  the      by  his  will  bequeathed  to  th 


V.C. 

1851, 

March  28. 

petition  01  Elizabeth  Prince  Swat' 

A  turn  of  /btt;,  setting  forth  that /oAii5/iiar^ 

money,  in  the 

5  per  cents., 

set  apart  to  answer  an  annuity,  was  reduced  to  3\  per  cents.,  and  the  dividends  ba? 

ing  become  insufficient  to  puy  the  annuity,  the  Court  made  a  prospective  order  for^ 

the  sale,  from  time  to  time,  of  a  sufficient  part  of  the  capital  to  meet  the  accniing 

payments  of  the  annuity. 


petitioner  400/.  a  year,  payable ^ 
half  yearly,  during  her  life,  anc^ 

char]g< 
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r  after  every  succeeding  6th  day  of  Jidy^  and  the 
Df  Jamtary^  during  the  life  of  the  Defendant, 
Bjondh^  or  until  the  further  order  of  this  Court» 
ered  that  so  much  of  the  residue  of  the  said 
per  cent  annuities,  or  any  other  bank  annuities, 
ly  be  standing  in  the  name  of  the  said  account- 
*al  in  trust  in  this  cause,  as  will  be  su£Scient  to 

raise 


1839. 


K>n  the  whole  of  his 
tate;  and  that  he  gave 
ry  estate  to  Henry 
his  issue ;  and  further 
:h,  that  by  a  codicil 
r  gave  the  petitioner 
of  1 00/.  a  year  to  be 
'the  property  of -/oAn 
to  which  the  testator 
d ;  that  in  Dec,  1 805 
-ed  that  the  dividends 
n  of  5333/.  di,  8d., 
been  transferred  into 
of  the  accountant- 
Duld  be  paid  to  the 
or  life,  to  answer  the 
100/.  a  year;  and  in 
•5  it  was  ordered  that 
5  per  cents,  should 
over  and  placed  to 
lePs  annuity  account, 
idends  should  be  paid 
loner  for  life,  to  an- 
;rowing  payments  of 
r  of  400/. ;  that  the 
^ere  carried  over  and 
rted  into  7854/.  19/. 
T  cents,  which  pro- 
icome  of  275/.  only, 
inuity  of  400/.  had 
arrear  to  the  extent 
reupon  it  was  ordered 
sts  of  this  application 
taxed,  and  that    a 


part  of  the  7854/.  19j.  lod.  S^ 
per  cents,  should  be  sold  for 
payment  thereof,  and  of  the  63/. 
And  it  was  ordered,  ''  that  so 
much  of  the  residue  of  the  sdd 
7854/.  19«.  lOd,  new  5^  per 
cent,  bank  annuities,  or  of  any 
other  new  5§  per  cent,  bank 
annuities  which  might  thereafter 
be  standing  in  the  name  of  the 
said  accountant-general  in  trust 
in  the  said  first-mentioned  cause, 
to  the  last-mentioned  account, 
as  would  be  sufficient  to  raise 
such  part  of  the  half  yearly  pay* 
ment  of  the  petitioner's  annuity 
of  400/.  in  the  petition  men- 
tioned, as  the  interest  to  accrue 
half  yearly  on  the  said  new  5} 
percent,  annuities,  should- be 
insufficient  to  pay  (such  defi- 
ciency to  be  from  time  to  time 
verified  by  affidavit,)  be  from 
time  to  time  sold  during  the  life 
of  the  petitioner,  or  until  the 
further  order  of  the  Court,  with 
the  privity  of  the  said  account- 
ant-general, &c.  And  it  was 
ordered  that  the  same,  when  so 
paid  into  the  Bank,  together  with 
the  interest  to  accrue  due  on  the 
said  annuities  from  time  to  time, 
be  thereout  paid  to  the  peti- 
tioner Elizabeth  Prince  Swalhw 
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raise  such  part  of  the  sum  of  ]  50/.  as  and  for  one  half- 
yearly  or  two  quarterly  payments  of  the  jointure  or  an- 
nuity of  300/.  a  year  in  the  petition  mentioned,  as  the  in- 
terests which  shall  have  accrued  due  at  the  time  of  such 
sale  on  the  residue  of  the  said  bank  annuities,  or  on  such 
other  bank  annuities  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  insufficient  to 
pay  (the  amount  of  such  deficiency  to  be  from  time  to  time 
verified  by  afiidavit)  be  sold." 


See  DaviesY.  Waitier,  1  S,^ 
Stu,  463;  Kendall  v.  Russell,  3 
Sitn,  484;  Mat/  v.  Bennett,   1 


Russ.  570 ;  Arundeil  v.  ArundeO, 
1  MyLl!/K,5\S 


1838. 
Nov,  15. 

In  a  suit  for 
the  adminis- 
tration of 
the  estate  of 
a  testator,  a 
solicitor  car- 
ried in  a  claim 
for  his  bills  of 
costs,  which, 
on  taxation, 
were  reduced 
by  more  than 
one  sixth : 
Held,  that  the 
solicitor  ought 
to  pay  the 
costs  of  the 
taxation. 


SILVERTOP  t;.  RAMSAY. 

TN  July  1830,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  take  an 
account  of  the  debts,  funeral  expences  and  legacies 
of  the  testator ;  and  the  Master  having  made  his  report, 
the  cause  was  heard,  on  further  directions,  in  July  1831. 
In  May  1832,  on  the  petition  of  Mr.  G.  Z).,  who  had 
formerly  been  a  solicitor,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master 
to  inquire  and  state  to  the  Court  whether  the  testator 
was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  indebted  to  G.  2).  in  any 
and  what  sum. 

G.  D.  carried  in  a  claim  before  the  Master  for  his 
bills  of  costs,  amounting  to  2871/.;  on  taxation  they 
were  reduced  to  2141/.,  and  which  sum,  after  deducting 
S73/.  already  paid,  the  Master  reported  due  to  G.  D, 


G.  D.  now  presented  a  petition,  praying  for  the  con- 
firmation of  the  report,  and  for  an  order  for  payment 
of  the  1 768/.,  and  the  question  raised  was,  as  to  the  costs 
of  the  taxation. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Jemmett^  submitted  that  there 
was  nothing  to  take  this  out  of  the  usual  rule,  which 
threw  the  costs  of  taxation  on  the  solicitor  when  one 
sixth  part  of  the  bill  was  taken  off  by  taxation. 

Mr.  Kindersleyj  conird,  argued  that  the  rule  was  laid 
down  by  the  statute  {a)  alone,  and  applied  to  those  cases 
only,  where  the  taxation  took  place  under  the  statute, 
and  not  to  a  case  like  this,  where  a  party  came  in  to 
establish  a  legal  demand  in  a  suit,  in  which  case  there 
was  no  distinction  whatever  between  a  solicitor  and  any 
other  persons  having  a  demand  against  the  assets. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  gentleman  asked  the  assistance  of  this  Court  to 
establish  his  legal  demand  for  his  bill  of  costs,  and  for 
that  purpose  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  resort  to  a 
taxation,  which  has  reduced  his  demand  more  than  one 
sixth.  In  such  cases,  the  statute  provides  that  the  soli- 
citor shall  pay  the  costs,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
also  is  a  very  proper  case  in  which  he  should  pay  the 
expenses. 

(fl)  2  G.  2.  C.  23.  • 
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1839. 
May  6. 


BETWEEN 

MARY   JACOB    and    ROBERT    ROTHWEEIZ 


LUCAS  and  Others,  Infants,  by  the  said  MA 
JACOB,  their  next  friend        -  -         Plaintt 

AND 

ROBERT  TRISTRAM  LUCAS  and  Others 


-] 


Af.  J.,  the 

periional  re- 
presentative 
of  a  deceased 
trustee,  to- 
gether with 
infants,  bene- 
ficially inter- 
ested in  a 
fund,  by  M,J. 
their  next 
friend,  were 


C1TUCKLEY  LUCAS,  by  his  will,  directed  hit  c 
^^     dren  to  assign  to  the  trustees  of  his  will  ce; 
stocks,  funds  and  securities,  to  which  they  would 
come  entitled  under  the  testator's  marriage  setUeme 
and  in  default,  that  they  should  forfeit  the  benefits  gi 
them  by  his  will.     The  testator  gave  part  of  his  p 
perty,  including  the  property  in  the  settlement,  to 
cr?iint1ftin  ^^"s^^^s*    T/iornas   Todd,   John  Henry  Jacob,  Riclkdar 


Bere  and  Johii  Beague,  in  trust  as  to  part,  for  his 
Bobert  Tristram  Lucas,  for  life,  with  remainder  to    1^*^ 
children,  and  as  to  other  part,  for  the  benefit  of  pens^^'^* 
Defendants  to  the  suit;    and  he  appointed   the  |i>*"' 
trustees  his  executors.     The  will  contained  a  directi^^*'' 


a  suit,  the 
object  of 
which  was  to 
make  the  te- 
nant for  life 
and  his  in- 
terest in  the 
trust  funds  ^fic 

answerable  for  that  when  any  trustee  should  die  or  refuse  to  act,    ^^ 
?rust°fundl        surviving  or  acting  trustees  should  appoint  new  trust^?^ 

*'so  that  there  might  not  be  less  than  two  acting  trus 

at  any  one  time." 


which  the 
tenant  for  life 
had  applied 
to  his  own 
use:  there 
were  other 
parties  in- 
terested in  the 
restitution  of 
the  fund,  who 

were  made  defendants.  The  Court,  being  of  opinion  that  the  trustee's  assets  migftt 
in  the  progress  of  the  suit,  have  to  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  makinfg^ 
the  breach  of  trust,  and  that  the  interests  of  the  infants  and  otM.J.  would  thereby 
ultmiutely  become  conflicting,  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs,  on  the  ground  of  the 
miyomdcr  of  PlaintiflTs,  but  without  prejudice  to  any  new  bill. 


The  testator  died  in  1811,  and  Thomas  Todd  and  Ji^ 
Henry  Jacob  alone  proved  his  will.    Part  of  the  testate^'* 

propei^ 
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rty  consisted  of  825/.  bank  stock  and  17/.  10s. 
nnuities,  standing  in  his  name  at  the  time  of  his 
The  acting  executors  and  trustees  did  not 
IT  these  sums  into  their  own  names,  but  suffered 
'JO  remain  in  the  name  of  the  testator. 


4S7 


18S9. 


:  settlement  funds  were  assigned  by  the  testator's 
en  to  the  trustees  of  the  will,  but  were  permitted 
m  to  remain  standing  in  the  names  of  the  trustees 
settlement. 

mas  Todd  died  in  1819;  and  John  Henty  Jacobs 
irvived  him,  appointed  no  new  trustee  in  his  place, 
ed  in  1828,  having  appointed  the  Plaintiff,  Mary 
his  sole  executrix,  who  afterwards  proved  his  will, 
the  death  of  John  Henry  Jacobs  Robert  Tristram 
.  upon  the  renunciation  of  Bere  and  Beagtie,  the  two 
executors  who  had  not  acted,  obtained  letters  of  ad- 
ration,  de  bonis  non^  of  the  estate  and  effects  of 
y  Lucas  ;  and,  as  administrator,  he  sold  out  the  two 
>f  825/.  bank  stock  and  I  ?/•  10s.  long  annuities,  and 
»lied  the  same  to  his  own  use.  This  he  was  enabled 
in  consequence  of  the  acting  executors,  Thomas 
and  John  Henry  Jacobs  having  allowed  these  sums 
lain  in  the  name  of  the  testator,  Stuckley  Lucas* 

>ert  Tristram  Lucas  assigned  his  interest  under 
ill  to  secure  150/.  to  John  Wood ;  and,  in  1822, 
swise  charged  it  with  an  annuity  of  32/.  to  George 
rs,  and,  in  1834,  he  further  charged  it  with  an  an- 
of  106/.  125.  to  Mr.  RudalL 


suit  of  G*NeiU  v.  Lucas  had  been  instituted,  to 
il  the  specific  legatees  of  Stuckley  Lucas  to  con* 
3  towards  payment  of  his  debts,  there  being  a  de- 
:y  of  assets  to  provide  for  the  debts  and  legacies. 

FfS  In 
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In  that  suit,  funds,  in  which  Robert  Tristram  Lmcos 
interested  under  the  will,  had  been  paid  into  Co 
The  effect  of  that  suit  was  relied  on  in  argument, 
did  not  form  the  ground  of  the  decision. 


This  bill  was  filed  by  Mary  Jacobs  the  execntrisc  of 

John  Henry  Jacob,  who  was  the  surviving  acting  execis  i^Kor 

and  trustee  under  the  will  of  StucUey  Lucas,  and         "ftj 

the  infant   children   of  Robert    Tristram   Lucas  {yv^iio 

were  entitled  in  remainder  to  part  of  the  property^        Ij 

Mary  Jacob,  their  next  friend,  against  Robert  Trist^ 

Lucas,  his  incumbrancers,  and  against  the  personal 

presentatives  of  Thomas  Todd  the  other  executor  ^ 

trustee,  and  against  the  other  parties  interested,  prajr^^^^S 

e- 

of 
c 
e 

jn 

of 
in 
of 


"That  Robert  Tristram  Lucas  might  be  decreed 
sponsible  for  the  said  several  sums  of  825/.  Banlc: 
England  stock  and   17/.  105.  long  annuities,  whiclft 
had  sold  out  and  applied  to  his  own  use ;"  and  that 
might  be   decreed   to   replace   those  sums;   and   ^ 
default  thereof,  that  the  several  stocks,  funds  and 
rities,  to  which  he  might   be  held  to  be  benefici^ 
entitled  under   the  said  will,  and  in  the  said  suit 
ONeill  v.  Lucas,  might  be  appropriated  and  applied 
the  liquidation  and  satisfaction  of  such  several  sums 
stock  and  annuities." 


The  bill  charged,  "  That  Robert  Tristram  Lucai  p 
tended  that  he  was  not  liable  to  reinvest  the  said  stock, 
to  supply  any  deficiency  that  might  arise  in 
thereof,  but  that  the  estates  of  Thomas  Todd  and  Ji 
Henry  Jacob,  or  one  of  them,  were  liable  in 
of  any  loss  incurred  thereby ;    for  that  such  sev 
sums  of  stock  ought,  upon  the  death  of  the  said  t 
tator,  Stuckley  Lucas,  to  have  been  invested  in  the 
names,  and  that  they  wilfully  neglected  to  do  so,  aa 
that  in   consequence  thereof,    they  were  guilty  of 

breach 
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ctcli  of  trust,  and  ought  to  make  good  any  loss  occa- 
aed  thereby :  whereas  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Jacobs  ex- 
sssly  charged,  that  the  said  trustees  and  executors 
re  never  directed  by  the  said  will  to  invest  any 
*H  stock  in  their  own  names  by  said  testator,  and  that 
lependentiy  of  that  circumstance,  the  same  remaining 
Standing  was  a  protection  to  the  interest  of  the  cestui 
^  trusty  by  remaining  distinct  and  unmixed  with  other 
^ds,  over  which  they  had  control,  and  to  which  other 
•J^ties  were  entitled," 
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]\(r.  Tinriey  and  Mr.  Benson^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

^r.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Rudall^  for  an  incumbrancer 
the  interest  of  Robert  Tristram  Lucas. 

^r.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Lutwidge^  for  Mr.  and   Mrs. 

iVf r.  Glasse,  for  the  trustee  of  the  settlement. 

JMr.  C.  P.  Cooper^  Mr.  Stinton  and  Mr.  Piggott^  for 
^  er  parties. 


Tlie  first  point  argued  was  this:  Robert  Tristram 
^^as  having  committed  a  breach  of  trust,  it  was  ad- 
Kited  that  his  interests  under  the  will  were  liable  to 
Ice  it  good,  but  then  a  question  arose  between  the 
^«r  legatees  interested  in  the  fund  and  the  incum- 
^ncers  of  Robert  Tristram  LucaSy  as  to  their  priorities; 
^^cdyattx.  Gresley{a);  Ex  parte  Ki7ig.{b). 

^ext  it  was  objected,  by  some  of  the  Defendants, 
^t,  that  this  suit  was  unnecessary,  as  its  objects  might 

have 

(«)  8  fiSflf.  180.  {b)  2  Mont.  ♦  Ayr.  410, 

P/4 
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1839.       have  been  obtained  in  the  suit  of  (yNeill  v.  Lucas;  i 
secondly,  that  the  Plaintiff  Mrs.  Jacob  and  the  ioG 
had  conflicting  interests;   that  John  Henry  Jacob 
committed  a  breach  of  trust  by  allowing  the  fund 
remain  in  the  name  of  the  testator,  and  by  not    j 
pointing  new  trustees,  by  which  means  Robert  Tristr' 
Lucasy  the  administrator  de  bonis  non,  obtained  possess 
of  the  fund ;  that  consequently  his  estate,  which    i^r- 
represented  in  this  suit  by  the  PlaintiiF  Mrs.  Joroft,   wit'sls 
liable  to  the  infant  Plaintiffs  and  to  the  Defendants     tf^:>r 
this  breach  of  trust;  and  that  it  was  impossible  that   'MJrm.e 
rights  of  the  parties  could  be  properly  worked  out  iv:M      a 
suit  constituted  like  the  present;  that  there  was  a  dcb mis- 
joinder of  Plaintiffs,  and  that  therefore  no  relief  co«:«l^ 
be  given  in  this  suit.     It   was  also   argued,  that      <^a 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Jacob's  husband,  the  trust  devolv^^ 
on  her,  and  that  she  ought  then  to  have  taken  measures  tf^r 
the  protection  of  the  fund  ;  that  her  object  in  this    su'* 
was  to  exonerate  herself  and  her  testator's  estate  frona 
the  consequences  of  the  breaches  of  trust  for  which  tb«/ 
were  liable,  and  that  her  joining  the  infants  as  Plaintiv^ 
in  the  siiit  was  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining,  throu^ 
them,  relief,  to  which,  if  suing  alone,  she  would  cle^i'v 
not  be  entitled. 

The  Master  of  the  Kolls.    The  bill  prays   C'^'* 
Lordship  stated  the  prayer].     It  appears  that  B/O^ 
Tristram  Lucasy  as  legal  personal  representative  of  ^ 
testator  StucJcley  LucaSy  procured  these  funds,  in  wli'^^ 
he  was  entitled  to  a  life  interest,  with  remainder  to    ^^ 
Plaintiffs,  his  infant  children,  to  be  transferred  into  ^^ 
own  name,  and  that  he  has  applied  them  to  his  own  u^* 
nothing  can  be  more  clear  than  the  equity  of  the  Plflio- 
tiffs  to  relief  in  respect  of  this  gross  breach  of  trust :  and 
if  this  were  all,  it  would  be  equally  clear  that  the  in&ot 
Plaintiffs  and  those  who  have  suffered  from  this  breach  of 

truit, 


e  testator  died  in  1 8 1 1 :  by  his  will  he  appointed  four 
sons  to  be  his  trustees  and  executors,  two  only  proved; 
it  appears  that  his  assets  consisted  of  stocks,  funds 
securities  standing  in  his  name  :  he  made  gifts  to  his 
^•^^-iXclren  on  condition  that  they  assigned  to  the  trustees  of 
""^-^  '^vill  certain  settlement  funds  to  which  they  were  enti- 
^^^<3.  :  the  children,  it  is  said,  assigned  their  interests  and 
^pted  the  benefit  under  the  will.  Toddy  one  of  the 
^^tors,  died  in  December  1819 ;  the  other  acting  exe- 
r  was  Jacobj  who  died  on  the  ISth  of  January  1828, 
that  time  a  portion  of  the  funds  remained  in  the 
e  of  the  testator ;  while  that  portion  of  the  settle- 
t  fund,  which  he  had  purchased  by  gifts  to  his 
dren,  remained  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  of  the 
lement  The  acting  executors  and  trustees  did  not 
^^^^Tare  the  trusts  specifically  or  convert  themselves 
^^*m  executors  to  trustees,  of  the  funds  which  were 
^^^^'^nding  in  the  name  of  the  testator,  and  did  not  pro- 
^'^^"^^'e  the  transfer  of  the  settlement  funds.  Jacobs  the 
**^'*^vivor,  having  died  in  January  1828,  the  two  other 
P^^^^^ns  who  had  been  appointed  executors  and  trustees 
i^^^ouDced ;  and  letters  of  administration,  with  the  will 

annexed 
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trusty  are  entitled  to  be  recouped  to  the  extent  of  the  1889. 
inteir^t  o(  Robert  Tristram  Lucas  ;  he  has  not  only  com- 
iiii^^«^  these  breaches  of  trust,  but  he  has  assigned 
bis  l3«neficial  interest  to  other  persons ;  and  when  the 
Plcuntifis  ask  that  his  interest  may  be  appropriated  and 
applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  breaches  of  trust,  they  come 
lA  instant  competition  with  the  other  persons  who  have 
ms  on  the  fund,  either  in  the  character  of  assignees 
the  character  of  persons  who,  having  suffered  from 
^c^se  breaches  of  trust,  are,  as  such,  entitled  to  equal 
with  the  Plaintiffs.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to 
beyond  the  simple  circumstances  to  which  I  have 


\ 
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1839. 


Jacob 

V, 

Lucas. 


annexed,  were  granted  to  Robert  Tristram  LueaSf  who 
thereby  took  on  himself  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of 
the  will.  At  the  time  he  procured  the  letters  of  ad- 
ministration to  be  granted  to  him,  the  funds  were  in 
this  situation :  partly  in  the  name  of  the  testator  and 
partly  in  the  name  of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement ;  and 
in  this  state  of  things  the  case  of  O'Neill  v.  Imcos  was 
instituted,  [His  Lordship  stated  the  nature  of  the  suit 
of  ONeill  V.  Lticas.']  There  seems  great  difficulty! 
this  suit  not  being  connected  with  (fNeiU  v.  Lucas^ 
as  to  enable  the  Plaintiffs  to  avail  themselves  of 
proceedings  in  that  case.  A  bill,  being  necessary, 
filed,  not  on  behalf  of  the  infants  alone,  but  in  conjuocti 
with  Mary  Jacobs  who  is  the  legal  personal  representati™  *e 
of  John  Henry  Jacob  the  surviving  executor  and  tmstess^se^ 
who,  it  appears,  has  been  sought  to  be  charged  with  a 
breach  of  trust  Mary  Jacobs  it  is  to  be  observed,  is 
not  at  all  personally  responsible,  (except  out  of  the 


is 


of  John  Henry  Jacoby)  for  this  breach  of  trust,  which  ws 
of  this  nature :  a  certain  number  of  trustees  ought 
have  been  kept  up,  which  has  not  been  done,  and 
funds  were;  left  in  the  name  of  the  testator,  and  w< 
never  transferred  into  the  names  of  the  trustees; 
these  means  Robert  Tristram  Ijucas  got  possession    ^ 
these  funds,  and  was  thereby  enabled  to  commit  tb*^ 
breach  of  trust.     Another  breach  of  trust  complain^ 
of  was  this,  that  after  Todd  and  Jacob  had   (the  ti^**^ 
of  the  assignment  is  not  stated)  obtained  an  assignm^^ 
and  transfer  of  the  settlement  funds,  by  which  they  l^^^ 
came  a  portion  of  the  testator's  estate,  they  were  p^^^ 
mitted  to  remain  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  of  t^^ 
settlement ;  the  income  was  paid  to  the  persons  entitl^^' 
without  any  notice  having  been  given  to  the  trust' 
that  the  trust  fund  had  become  the  property  of  the 
tor;  and  subject  to  the  trusts  of  his  will;  Robert  T  Iak^^ 
was  permitted  to  receive  the  interest  of  the  trust  fim^^ 

thO^ 
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^ns  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  and  he  pro-        1839. 
^eded  to  deal  with  it  for  the  purpose  of  making  incum- 
brances and  granting  annuities  payable  out  of  his  in- 
terest In  this  state  of  things,  it  is  not  to  be  wondered  that 
those  persons  who  are  interested  in  the  estate  of  the 
testator,  and  have  suffered  by  the  breaches  of  trust  of 
Hobert   Tristram  Lucas,   should    say   that   there   is  a 
remedy  against  the  trustees  in  respect  of  those  breaches 
of  trust;  and  it  is  clear  that  if  Johfi  Henrj/  Jacob  was 
answerable  for  them,  his  estate  in  the  hands  of  Mary 
Jacob  is   also    answerable.     Now   what   is    sought   in 
this  suit  is,  that  the  infant  children  of  Mr.  Ijucas  desire 
to     be  repaid   out   of  his   life  estate;  -but   in   seeking 
payment  out  of  that  life  interest,  they  come  in  compe- 
tition with  a  great  variety  of  other  persons,  —  with  per- 
son s  standing  precisely  in  the  same  situation,  —  having 
precisely  the  same  rights  and  equities  as  they  have,  and 
with  other  persons  who,  under  the  circumstances  I  have 
mentioned,  have  become  assignees  of  the  interest  of  Robert 
Tristram  Lucas.    Suppose  (which  may  possibly  happen) 
that  the  life  estate  of  Robert  Tristram  Lucas  should  turn 
oot  to  be  insufficient  to  pay  all  the  several  losses  which  the 
parties  have  sustained  by  the  breaches  of  trust,  who 
^ould  then  be  the  persons  next  resorted  to  but  those 
^no  have  improperly  permitted  those  breaches  of  trust 
^®  t>e   committed  ?  and  these  are  the  representatives  of 
*<^€ict  and  Jacob.     I  do  not  mean  to  decide  any  points 
^cj\iity  arising  between  the  parties;  but  here  I  find 
^    irifant  Plaintiffs  connected  in  the  suit  with  a  per- 
^^      x^ith  whom  they  may  probably  come   into   com- 
P^^^ttcDn  in  the  future  stages  of  this  cause.     The  answer 
^«io|:^   was    made   during  the   argument  of  this   case 
^**»      that  fhe  joinder  of  Mrs.  Jacob  did  not  prejudice 
^      infants   at   all,    because   any  other  person   might 
"'^  ^.    bill  and  make  Mary  Jacob  a  defendant,  and  that 
'^^^  '^^ould  not  in  any  way  be  released  by  this  suit.    But  is 

that 
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18S9.       that  a  state  in  which  things  ought  to  be  left  ?    I  confi 
I  feel  it  impossible  to  get  over  the  difficulty ;  thinkings 
the  same  time,  there  is  a  right  on  the  part  of  the  Plai 
tiffs  to   equitable  relief,   if  it  were  correctly  brou, 
forward)  I  should  be  disposed,  if  I  could  set  every 
right  as  to  costs,  and  if  I  could  leave  the  question  op 
as  to  the  responsibility  of  Mary  Jacobs  to  put  the  SK:aiit 
right,  rather  than  dismiss  the  bill.     I  have  no  objecti^zDn 
to  let  the  cause  stand  over  for  a  few  days,  to  see  if  tSie 
parties  can  arrange  it. 


It  being  intimated  to  the  Court,  that  there  was      hk) 
prospect  of  the  parties  consenting  to  any  arrangement^ 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  then  I  must  disocTBiss 
the  bill  with  costs,  without  prejudice  to  the  PIain^=i& 
filing  another  bill,  or  adopting  such  proceedings  as  tlXney 
may  be  advised,  and  without  prejudice  to  any  ques'^^^ 
as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
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1899. 


HOLDEN  V.  HEARN.  jprii  24. 

)iU  was  filed  by  George  Hddenf  the  assignee^  In  a  suit  by 
5r   the  Insolvent  Debtors'   Act,  of  William  under^the^^ 

ayins:  that  it  misht  be  declared,  that  a  deed  of  InBolvent 
/.  .     n  i.  ^rr.„.       T>  ,  1    Debtors*  Act, 

I  August  1830,  in  favour  of  WiUiam  Bakery  and  to  recover 

'Sorris  Baker,  his  daughter,  and  her  children,  ^^^l^^^^l^ 

as  against  the  creditors  of  JViUiam  Baker ;  of  the  estate, 

Thomas  HearUy  the  trustee,  might  be  ordered  theTnso?veut 

ler  the  copyhold  property  therein  comprised,  i^  not  a  com- 

that  it  might  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the  ^^  behalf  of 

of  William  Baker.  'he  Plaintiff : 

and  he  is  not 
rendered  com- 

U  stated,  that  in  August  1830  WiUiam  Baker  ^^^^"^^^4!''' 


ed  to  a  sum  of  600/.,  which  was  then  in  the  r.42.M  26,27. 
Thomas  Hearn  ;  and  that  he  was  at  that  time  enable  an  in- 

bly  indebted,  and  had  no  means  of  paying  his  ^ont  Defend- 
1  .  f     1      >,      »  If  ...  -  ant  to  enter 

sr  than  with  the  600/. ;  and  that  with  a  view  ot  into  evidence 

inc:  the  same  from  the  reach  of  his  creditors,  *."  ^uppo*"'  ^f 

^        ,  ,        ,  .      facts  which 

ed  to  invest  it  with  another  sum  of  100/.  in  would  not 
lase  of  three  messuages.  Tn  hsiI!!^Tn*rhe 

cause,  it  is 

stated,  that  he  purchased  from  Richard  Fitten  [hey  bhould 

yhold  messuacres,  which,  on  the  31st  of  Ausust  ^f  stated  in 
''  rm  -I    ^  "**  answer; 

re  surrendered  to  Thomas  Hearn  and  George  but  whatever 

ipon  the  trusts  of  an  indenture  of  even  date,  ^aTbe^made 
tween  John  Hicks  of  the  first  part,  Richard  or  points 

7^...       tendered  in 
^''^^  issue  in  the 
an  infant,  the  Plaintiff  is  not  in  any  degree  exonerated  from  proving  as 
infant  the  whole  case  on  which  he  relies. 

he  Plaintiff  failed  in  proving^  at  the  hearing,  a  fact  which  was  the  very 

of  his  title :  Held,  that  it  was  not  the  proper  subject  for  an  inquiry 

Master;  and  the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs,  with  liberty  to  file  a  new 
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Fitien  of  the  second  part,  William  Baker  of  the  third  p 
and  Heam  and  Nelson  of  the  fourth  part.     Tliis  ind 


ture  after  reciting  a  surrender,  whereby  John  Hicks  a 
Richard  Fitten^  and  also  William  Baker  did  surrend 
the  property  in  question,    to  the   intent  that  the  lo 
of  the  manor  might  rcgrant  the  same  to  Thomas  Hea\ 
and  George  Nelson,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon 
trusts  after   mentioned,   declai:ed  the   same  to  be  fi 
William  Baker  for  life,  or  until  he  should  commit 
act  of  bankruptcy,  or  cause  of  forfeiture,  or  become  i 
solvent,  or  under  any  legal  disability;   and  from 
after  the  decease  of  the  said  William  Baker^  or  so^z^Ii 
bankruptcy,  forfeiture,  insolvency  or  disability  as  afo^*^^- 
said,  (which  should  first  happen,)  for  Catherine  Nor^^'s 
Baker  for  life,  for  her  separate  use;  with  remainder  to  tier 
children  ;  with  remainder  to  William  Baker  in  fee :  a.nd 
it  was  provided,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trustee, 
and  they  were  thereby  directed  and  empowered,  in  case 
the   trust    thereinbefore    declared   for    William  Balar 
should  be  determined  by  his  bankruptcy,  forfeiture,  i**" 
solvency  or  disability  as  aforesaid,  to  pay  or  apply   ^ 
such   part,    as   they  in    their   discretion   should  tli^^'^ 
proper,  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  hered*-*** 
ments  and  premises,  in,*  for  or  towards  hb  mainteni**^ 
or  benefit,  from  time  to  time  during  his  life,  in  s^^ 
manner  as  the  said  trustees,    in   their  like  discreti^^  ' 
should  deem  most  expedient. 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  at  the  time  of  makinir  ^ 
settlement,   William  Baker  possessed  no  funds  for    ^     , 
payment  of  his  debts  ;  that  he  then  was  and  contin'* 
ever  afterwards  in  insolvent  circumstances;   and 
some  time  afterwards,  namely,  in  the  month  of  Od(^^    , 
1831,  he  executed  an  assignment  of  all  his  perso^'*^ 
estate  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors ;    but  that  si^ 


iit 


personal  estate  was  of  very  small  amount,  and  whcr 

insaffid 


%%i 
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BBcient  for  the  payment  of  his  debts;  and  that  such     ^  18S9. 
^nment  was  not  acted  upon. 

;  then  stated,  that  William  Baker  took  the  benefit  of 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  in  Juli/  1833;  and  that  the 
otiff  was  his  assignee;  and  that  he  was  advised,  that 
limitation  in  the  indenture  of  the  31st  of  August 
Oy  in  favour  of  Catherine  Norris  Baker  in  the  event 
ViUiam  Baker  becoming  insolvent,  was  void  as  against 
creditors  of  the  said  William  Baker. 

jreorge  Nelson  had  died,  and  this  bill  was  filed  against 
ymas  Hearuj  the  surviving  trustee,  and  Catherine 
nis  Baker,  the  daughter,  for  the  purposes  above 
:ed. 

Xlie  Defendant,  Catherine  Norris  Baker,  who  was  an 
^t,  put  in  an  answer,  stating  the  will  of  her  maternal 
iiidfather,  by  which  he  gave  a  portion  of  his  property 
the  Defendant  Thomas  Heam,  upon  trust  for  the 
»ther  of  the  infant;  that  in  Jidy  1829,  Thomas  Heam 
^w  up  a  statement  of  the  personal  estate  and  effects 
her  grandfather,  from  which  it  appeared,  and  the  fact 
s,  that  there  was  due  to  William  Baker,  in  right  of  his 
^,  the  sum  of  892/. ;  that  it  was  agreed  that  600/., 
*t  of  it,  should  remain  in  Beam's  hands,  and  be  in- 
ted  for  the  benefit  of  the  Defendant ;  and  the  residue 
^  paid  over  to  William  Baker.  The  answer  also 
bed,  that  the  sum  of  600/.,  so  remaining  in  the  hands 
fleam,  formed  part  of  the  purchase-money  or  sum  of 
yL  in  the  bill  alleged  to  have  been  invested  by  W» 
^kier,  in  the  purchase  of  the  three  messuages. 

Hie  answer  further  stated,  that  the  infant's  mother 
departed  this  life  several  years  ago,"  and  that  William 
^^€t  did  not,  in  her  lifetime^  make  any  settlement  or 

provision 
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Hold  EN 

V, 
He  ARK. 


provision  for  her  and  her  issue ;  bat  that  she  did  not 
in  her  lifetime  waive  her  equity  to  a  settlement ; 
the  Defendant  submitted,  that  if  the  Court  should 
of  opinion,  that  the  limitation  in  the  settlement  in  her: 
favour   was  void  as   against  the  creditors   of  WiUims.  ^, 
Bakery  then  that  she  was  entitled  to  have  a  settlem 
or  provision  made  for  her  out  of  the  produce  of 
settled  property. 


The  Plaintiff,  in  support  of  his  case,  proved  the  se 
tlement,  and  the  assignment  by  William  Baker  for 


benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  his  insolvency;  and  t 
attempted  also  to  prove  that  William  Baker  was  ii 
debted  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed;  b^c.Jit 
the  witnesses  as  to  that  fact  proved,  on  cross-examiv^a' 
ation,  to  be  creditors  or  representatives  of  creditors 
the  insolvent.  There  was  no  proof  of  the  700/.  bein^ 
the  money  of  William  Baker^  the  settlor ;  but  as  to 
fact  the  Plaintiff  relied  on  the  statement  contained  S  ^ 
the  answer  of  the  infant. 


No  evidence  was  produced  on  the  part  of  the 
fendant 


The  first  question  was,   as  to  the  admissibility 
the  evidence  of  the  creditors  of  William  Baker  to  proi 
that  he  was  indebted  and  embarrassed  at  the  time 
making  the  settlement. 


Forthe  Plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  under  the  ^  * 
4  W.  4.  c.  42.  ss.  26 J  27.,  the  evidence  of  interested  w-it- 
nesses  might  be  received;  that  in  the  case  of  WAeai  v.  Gr^^ 
ham  (a),  the  Vice-Chancellor  decided  that  the  newrul^ 
of  evidence,  established  by  that  act  of  parliament,  oug^^ 
to  be  adopted  by  courts  of  equity ;  and  he  directed  ^^ 

eatry 

(a)  7  Am.  61. 


)f 
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th&t: 


XI 

e 


^  which  the  act  required,  to  be  made  in  the  decree, 
t  the  witnesses  were  not  parties  to  the  suit,  and 
the  evidence  of  such  of  them  as  had  executed  the 
of  composition  and  had  released  the  debtor  was 
issible.  [The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  wit-, 
are  in  a  strange  situation,  for  when  they  gave 
nee  before  the  examiner  they  were  under  a  bias, 
it  is  now  sought  to  remove  by  entering  their 
es  on  the  record.]  The  objection  would  be  to 
credibility,  not  to  their  competency. 


1839. 


or  the  Defendant  it  was  said,  that  the  act  in  ques- 
applied  only  to  witnesses  incompetent  on  the  ground 
^^t  the  verdict  or  judgment  would  be  inadmissible  for 
or  against  them,  and  did  not  apply  to  a  case  where  the 
^^-riess  was  directly  interested  in  the  verdict ;  Davies  v. 
-Moy^an.  {a)  That  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
^^*<ience  of  the  witnesses  in  Wheat  v.  Graham  had  been 
'^^^eived  were  not  stated  in  the  report,  and  that  it  was 
doubtful  whether  the  sections  of  the  statute  in  question 
^^re  applicable  at  all  to  proceedings  in  equity  ;  for  that 
^^  Vice-Chancellor  lately  decided  in  a  case  of  Hall  v. 
-^i^is  (ft),  that  the  forty-second  section  of  the  statute  of 
*^^  S  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  42.  (c)  was  the  only  one  which  applied 
^  Courts  of  equity. 


be' 
p. 


1 


As  to  the  creditors  who  had  executed  the  composition 
^^«d,  there  was  no  evidence  that  their  debts  had  been 
l?^id. 


(a)  Ant^^  page  405. 

{b)  16th  Feb,  1859. 

{e)  In    Stewart    v.    Sames, 

I  Moo,  4*  ^ob,  472.,  Baron  Al^ 

JgrtoUy  after  conferring  with  the 

^ptber  Judges  of  the  Court  of 

Vol.  I.  G 


The 

Exchequer,  held  that  a  witness 
interested  in  the  result  of  a  suit 
in  equity  was  not  made  compe- 
tent by  the  statute,  on  the  trial 
of  an  issue  directed  in  such 
suit. 


g 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Supposing  that  the  new  rule  of  evidence  established 
in  courts  of  law  ought  to  be  adopted  in  like  cases  in 
this  Court,  ought  it  to  be  adopted  in  a  case  where  the 
object  of  a  suit  is  to  establish  a  claim  upon  a  fund  for 
the  benefit  of  the  witness  ?     I  must  reject  the  evidence 
of  these  witnesses,  who,  by  their  testimony,  are  seeking 
to  recover  a  fund  of  which  they  are  to  partake.     This  is 
not  like  a  case  in  which  the  party  has  an  interest  in  the 
judgment  which  would  be  evidence  in  his  favour :  this 
is  a  case  where  the  witnesses  are  absolutely  intereste:^ 
in  the  subject  of  the  suit     I  am  not  sure  whether  I 
acting  in  opposition  to  the  case  before  the  Vice-Chc 
cellor,  because  the  circumstances  are  not  stated,  so  as 
shew  the  nature  of  the  interest  which  the  witness  had 
that  case. 


to 
itt 


Mr.  Kindei'sley  and  Mr.  James  Booth  then  contende^^*'**^ 
that  the  settlement  was  fraudulent  and  void  both  und^^^ 
the  Stat.  13  Eliz.  c,  5.  and  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  hxXC^ 
the  7  G.  4.  c.  57. ;  that  there  was  sufficient  on  the  fec^^ 
of  the   deed  itself  to  shew  that  the  intention  of  the 
settlor  was  to  withdraw  his  property  from  the  claims  oC 
his  creditors;  and  that  in  contemplation  of  an  insol- 
vency, he  settled  the  estate  so  as  to  go  over  on  that 
event,  the  trustees  still  retaining  a  discretionary  power  of 
allowing  him  the  whole  interest. 


That  it  was  evident  that  W.  Baker  must  have  been 
indebted  and  in  insolvent  circumstances,  from  the  fact 
of  his  having,  in  1831,  executed  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  by  his  having  shortly  after 
taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act. 

Lord 
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H.ord  Hardwickcj  in  Stileman  v.  Ashdown  {a)^  says,  18S9. 
**  ^•'^  is  not  necessary  that  a  man  should  actually  be  in- 
ted  at  the  time  he  enters  into  a  voluntary  settlement 
to  Kxiake  it  fraudulent,  for  if  a  man  does  it  with  a  view 
to  ^is  being  indebted  at  a  future  time,  it  is  equally 
frauadulent  ^nd  ought  to  be  set  aside."  So,  in  Ixn-d 
ToTgmshend  v.  Windham  (6),  Lord  Hardwicke  observes, 
thfi^t.  if  any  mark  of  fraud,  collusion  or  intention  to  de- 
cei'vc  subsequent  creditors  appears,  that  will  make  a 
voltxntary  deed  void. 

'X'hat  it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the  party  was 
insBolvent  at  the  time  of  making  the  deed,  if  it  appeared 
tlia.^  the  intention  was  to  delay  creditors;  Richardson  ▼• 
Sm^xllwood.  {c)  They  also  cited  Hungerford  v.  Earl  (rf), 
^on^loT  V.  Baldwin,  {e) 

A4r.  Pembertofi  and  Mr.  Milne,  contra,  contended  that 
no  evidence  had  been  produced  by  the  PlaintiflF  of  the 
®3cistence  of  any  debt  at  the  time  of  making  the  settle- 
°^^tit;  that  there  was  no  proof  of  any  such  sum  as 
^OO/.  being  laid  out,  or  that  it  was  ever  paid,  or  that  it 
^longed  to  the  insolvent ;  that  the  Defendant  Heam 
^^ght  have  been  examined  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff, 
^'^d  lie  would  have  proved  that  this  sum  of  600/.  was 
"^  money  of  the  wife,  and  not  of  the  husband ;  and  that 
*"  that  had  been  proved  was,  that  this  property  was 
*^f  rendered  to  three  persons  on  certain  trusts. 

^iiat  an  agreement  by  a  father  in  favour  of  a  child  was 

^^idered  as  carrying  with  it  a  meritorious  consider- 

*^iOi^^  and  would  be  enforced ;  Ellis  v.  Nimmo.  [g)   That 

here 

Cci)  S  J/it.481.  ((/}  2  Vernon,26U 

Kjt)  S  Va.,  sen.  11.  {e)  1  Rep.  m  Ch.  IJO. 

C«)  Jacob,  SS2»  (g)  LL  4r  Goo,  tern,  Sugden,  555. 
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here  the  fund  was  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person*  W 
would  not  part  with  it,  except  on  the  terms  of  maki 
a  settlement  in  favour  of  the  wife  and  children  ;  andth 
therefore,  the  settlement  made  under  such  circumstan 
was  not  voluntary  ;  that  even  a  voluntary  settlement 
personal  estate  was  valid  as  against  subsequent,  thou 
fraudulent  against  existing  creditors;  Ijish  v.   Wi 
son.  {a)  Montagu  v.  Lord  Sandwich  (i),  Kidney  v.  O 
maker  (c),    Hollowai/  v.   Millard  {d)j    Higinbaiham 
Holme,  {e)     That  the  settlement  of  the  wife*s  estate 
the  husband  until   his   insolvency  or  bankruptcy 
perfectly  valid ;  Ex  patie  Hodgson,  (g)     That  no  ad 
sion  in  the  infant's  answer  could  be  read  against 
and  the  very  foundation  of  the  claim  of  the  Plai 
failing,  the  bill  ought  to  be  at  once  dismissed  with  e 

Mr.  Calvert^  for  Heam. 


y. 


Mr.  Kindersley^  in  reply. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  PlaintiflF  in  this  case  is  George  Hoiden,  ^ 
assignee  of  IVilliam  Baker  under  the  insolvent  act ;  ^"* 
Defendant,  Thomas  Heam,  is  a  trustee  appointed  un^*^ 
an  indenture  of  the  31st  of  Atigust  1830,  made  par^v 
for  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent,  and  partly  for  tJ^^ 
benefit  of  the  Defendant  Catherine  Noms  Bakery  I*^ 
only  child.  The  bill  prays  a  declaration,  that  ^^ 
limitation  in  that  indenture  in  favour  of  the  said  ^^' 
therine  Norris  Baker  and  her  children  is  void  as  aga^*^^ 
the  creditors  of  William  Baker,  and  prays  consequca^^ 


(a)  5  Ves.  384. 
{b)  Id,  586.  n. 
(c)  12  Fes»  136. 


{d)  iMad.AU. 
(e)  19  Ves.S7. 
(g)  19  Vet.  207. 


«.i 


If 
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sli^fl     The  cuse,   on  which   this   relief  is  sought,  is 
b^is  r  —  William  Baker^  the  insolvent,  being  entitled  to 
.  S12X1I  of  money  in  the  hands  of  Hearn^  and  being  in- 
ol^v^ent  and  embarrassed  in  his  circumstances,  formed  a 
dmeme  to  withdraw  this  money  from  the  claims  of  his 
^^^itors;   and  in  execution  of  it,  he  procured  to  be 
sArcliased  a  copyhold  estate  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
se%tiement«     If  the  case  had  been  proved,  there  would 
ba.ve  been  a  clear  title  to  relief.     The  evidence  produced 
in   support  of  the  case  consists,  first,  of  the  indenture  of 
Aitdgust  1830,  by  which,  as  I  understand  from  the  state- 
ments at  the  bar,  it  appears   that  Hicksy  Fitton  and 
William  Baker  the  insolvent,  are  recited  to  have  sur- 
rendered the  copyhold  estate  into  the  hands  of  the  lord 
oT  the  manor  of  whom  the  copyhold  was  held,  in  order 
that  be  might  make  a  regrant  to  Hearn  and  another 
person  who  is  dead,  who  were  to  hold  as  trustees  for  the 
purposes  which  have  been  stated*     The  trusts  were  for 
B€MA:er  for  life;  his  life  estate,  however,  being  deter- 
niifiable  upon  his  becoming  bankrupt  or  insolvent;  with 
a  limitation  on  his  death  or  bankruptcy  or  insolvency, 
U>  the  Defendant  for  her  life;  with  remainder  to  her 
children :    a  proviso    being  added,   that  the  trustees 
should  have  a  discretion,  after  the  bankruptcy  or  in- 
solvency of  Baker^  to  make  an  allowance  to  him  out 
of  the  interest  which   would  otherwise  be   vested  in 
tfce  infant  Defendant     This  is  the  first  evidence  pro- 
duced.    The  other  evidence  consists    of  an   assign- 
meat  made  by  Baker^  dated  the  8th  of  October  1831, 
of  his  estate,  exclusive  of  this  property,  for  the  benefit 
o(  his  creditors;   and  by   that  deed  it  appears,  that 
10  October  1831,  he  was  very  considerably  indebted; 
and  in  the  month  ofjuit/  1833,  somewhat  less  than  two 
years  afterwards,  being  at  that  time  insolvent,  he  took 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act.     He  was  em- 
barrassed, to  say  the  least  of  it,  on  the  18  th  of  October 

Gg  S  1831; 


1839. 
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1831 ;  but  whether  he  was  at  all  indebted  to  any  pen 
on  the  31st  of  August  1830,  is  not  proved.  The  a 
which  the  Plaintiff  is  to  make  out  is,  that  this  was 
fraudulent  conveyance,  made  to  defeat  the  just  demac 
of  creditors.  There  is  no  proof  that  there  were  a 
creditors  at  the  time;  but  then  it  might  have  been 
settlement  so  fraudulently  contrived  as  to  be  vc 
against  persons  who  afterwards  became  creditors;  b 
it  could  only  be  fraudulent  upon  the  supposition  tli 
the  estate  was  his  own.  Now  it  is  not  proved  that  t! 
estate  was  his,  nor  does  it  appear  what  was  the  nata 
of  his  power  over  it,  nor  what  was  the  nature  or  exte 
of  his  interest  in  it,  nor  under  what  circumstances  th 
indenture  was  executed.  Nothing  further  appears  th 
that  which  I  have  stated,  that  Baker  and  two  oth 
persons  are  said  to  have  surrendered  this  estate  in 
the  hands  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  in  order  that  I 
might  regrant  to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  WiUk 
Baker  and  Catherine  Norris  Baker  and  her  childre 
It  is  said  that  it  ought  to  be  inferred  that  this  was  tl 
estate  of  Baker^  that  he  had  the  control  over  it,  and  th 
it  was  his  without  any  obligation  on  his  part  to  setde 
in  any  particular  manner.  That  is  certainly  not  prove 
but  then  it  is  said,  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  be  exemptc 
from  the  necessity  of  proving  it,  in  consequence  of  tl 
statements  and  admissions  in  this  answer.  But  tl 
Defendant  against  whom  the  relief  is  sought  is  an  ii 
fant ;  if  she  had  been  so  advised,  she  might  have  pi 
in  the  common  infant's  answer,  submitting  her  righ 
and  interests  to  the  protection  of  the  Court;  in  th 
case  she  has  been  advised,  and  not  improperly  advisee 
to  do  more,  because  it  enabled  the  Plaintiff  to  se 
what  was  the  case  which  was  intended  to  be  set  o; 
against  him ;  and  moreover,  it  enabled  the  Defendan 
herself,  if  she  had  been  advised  so  to  do,  to  enter  iflt* 
evidence  in  support  of  those  facts  which  formed  he 

case 
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th( 


he 
tfa 


fr. 


and  which  would  not  otherwise  have  been  in 
c  in  this  cause.  The  Defendant,  however,  was  ad- 
i<l  not  to  go  into  any  evidence ;  and  the  answer  is 
xnpted  to  be  read  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  not, 
Lt  is  said,  as  evidence  against  the  infant,  but  it  is 
for  the  purpose  of  shewing,  that  the  issue  ten- 
by  the  Defendant,  the  infant,  was  such  as  to 
impt  the  Plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of  proving  his 
^«  I  confess  that  I  cannot  concur  in  that  view : 
ink  that  the  answer  of  an  infant,  stating  facts  which 
intended  to  form  the  defence  of  the  infant,  ex- 
ely  important  both  with  regard  to  the  infant  and 
^lie  Plaintiff;  with  regard  to  the  infant,  as  enabling 
*  to  go  into  evidence  as  to  matters  which  would  not 
rwise  be  in  issue  in  the  cause,  and  with  regard  to 
Plaintiff,  as  apprizing  him  of  the  points  intended 
set  up  against  him,  and  shewing  the  case  which  he 
meet,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  that  which 
laims  as  relief  for  himself;  but  whatever  admission 
may  be,  or  whatever  points  /nay  be  tendered  in 
in  the  answer  of  the  infant  Defendant,  it  appears 
that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  in  any  degree  exonerated 
his  duty  in  proving,  as  against  the  infant,  the 
case  upon  which  he  relies. 


1839. 


Xn  this  case,  therefore,  the  Plaintiff  alleges  that  Baker 

*^^*iclulently  attempted  to  withdraw  this  property  from 

"^^    claims  of  his  creditors,  but  has  not  proved,  that  the 

P**^^I^erty  which  is  alleged  to  have  been  withdrawn,  was 

^*^     property ;  and  the  case  which  is  set  up  on  the  other 

**^^   is,  that  it  was  not  his  property  free  from  obligation. 

^^^■^at  is  said  on  behalf  of  the  infant  is,  that  this  pro- 

P^^^J^  was  purchased  with  a  sum  of  money  which  was 

^he  hands  of  Hearrij  subject   to  an  agreement  or 

^^^*^*Jgement  by  which  it  was  to  be  laid  out   in  the 

P^^'^hase  of  land,  to  be  settled  for  the  benefit  of  the 

*  G  g  ^  Defendant, 
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1839.       Defendant     At  what  period  of  time  that  arrangement, 
if  any,    was   made,    does   not  at  all   appear;    but  it 
might   have    been    an    arrangement    which    was    per- 
fectly fair  —  it  might  have   been   an  arrangement  of 
which  creditors  had  no  reason  whatever  to  complain, 
and  there  might  have  been  some  subsisting  engagement 
with  respect  to  it  which  prevented  this  settlement  from 
being  a   fraudulent   or  voluntary  settlement;   we  are 
therefore  in  a  most  unsatisfactory  situation  —  we  do  not 
get  at  that,  which  is  the  real  and  substantial  point  ia 
the  case :  the  Plaintiff  not  having  proved  that  whidi 
happens  unfortunately  to  be  the  very  fact  upon  whicla 
the  whole  of  his  title  rests.     The  provisions  in  the  de^^ 
do  certainly  shew  very  strong  signs  of  an  intention  ^^ 
withdraw  the  property  in  question  from  the  claims  ^ 
creditors,  and  if  the  only  question  had  been  wheth^^ 
there  were  creditors  at  the  time  when  the  deed  was  ex^'^ 
cuted,  I  think  there  are  circumstances  here  which  woulc/ 
have  induced  me  to  have  directed  an  inquiry  upon  that 
subject ;  but  I  do  i^ot  think  it  proper,  to  make  the  very 
foundation  of  the  Plaintiff's  title  the  subject  of  an  in- 
quiry upon  a  reference  to  be  made  at  the  hearing;  and 
the  title  on  which  the  Plaintiff  relies  not  having  been 
satisfactorily  proved,  I  think  the  proper  course  for  me 
to  adopt,  is  to  dismiss  this  bill  with  costs,  with  liberty 
for  the  Plaintiff  to  file  a  new  bill  if  he  thinks  fit. 

Bill  dismissed. 
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DIBBS  V.  GOREN.  March  15. 

TT  was  proposed  at  the  hearing  to  refer  it  to  the  Where  a  party 
Master  to  inquire,  whether  it  was  the  fact,  as  was  appear^at  the 
allied  but  not  proved,  that  an  absent  party  was  out  ^^earing  is  al- 

of  the  jurisdicUon  ;  but  not  proved  to 

be  out  of  the* 
rm    ^K  T»  .  .  jurisdiction,  it 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  it  was  not  the  isnottheprac- 
practice  to  make  such  a  reference ;  but  that  the  proper  anlnruir'^^^' 

course  was  to  obtain  leave  to  exhibit  an  interrogatory  ^^ore  the 
♦**  -«  ^v^  ».  c    »,  Master  as  to 

to  prove  that  fact.  that  fact;  but 

the  proper 
Mr.  Pembaion  and  Mr.  Blunt  for  the  Plaintiff;  Mr.  ^^{^^  \l^^^ 
Sichards^    Mr.  Campbell^  Mr.  HeathJUld^  Mr.  Keeney  fo  exhibit  an 
Mr.  Chandkss  and  Mr.  Stuart  for  other  parties.  'xo'^lo^Ti^ 


In  re  The  RUGBY  School.  ^aw.  12. 14,15. 

May  4. 

rilHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  the  petition  The  Court 
-■-    of  W.  F.  Wratislaw  and  H.  W.  S.  Gibb,  two  of  the  n&hlt'"'''' 
inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Bugby  in  the  county  of  Whr^'  ^^""^  Eldon 
wicky  and  was  entitled  '*  In  the  Matter  of  the  Free  School  occasfon^had* 
at  Rugbuy  and  of  the  act  of  the  52  G.  3.  c.  101."  ia)         considered 

^*  '^  ^  '  that  exhibi- 

The  tions  belong- 

(tf)  Sir  S,  Romilfy's  act.  Jng  ^o  a  free 

school  might 
be  given  to  scholars  not  on  the  foundation,  declined  interfering  so  as  to  give  the 
free  scholars  a  priority  over  those  who  were  not  "  foundationers." 

The  entrance  of  boys  under  twelve  years  of  age  into  a  free  school  having  been 
discouraged,  Held,  on  petition  under  the  52  G,  3.  c.  lOl.,  that  such  a  course  of  pro- 
ceeding was  prejudicial  to  the  objects  of  the  charity,  and  ought  to  be  corrected. 

The  school  was  designated  by  the  founder  as  a  grammar  school,  but  the  boys  were 
to  be  taught  writing  and  arithmetic  in  all  its  branches :  Held,  that  those  who  were 
qualified  m  other  respects,  ought  to  be  admitted  if  they  could  read  English  and 
capable  of  being  taught  the  first  elements  of  grammar. 
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18S9.  The  petition  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  th 

'^V*^^     several   alterations   made   in   the  management  of  th 
The  Rugby     school,  and  in  the  election  to  the  exhibitions  thereo' 
^^ '       and  in  the  class  of  inhabitants  to  whom  the  benefit 

such  school  was  confined,  had  been  improperly  mad^ 
and  ought  to  be  corrected;  that  the  same  might 
corrected  accordingly.    That  the  first,  second  and  thi 
forms  might  be  restored;  that  the  exhibitions  migl 
in  future  be  confined  to  the  foundationers  or  free  boys 
or  that  no  foreigner  might  be  elected  when  there  was 
free  boy  willing  and  fit ;  and  that  the  benefit  of  the  scb 
might  be  extended  to  all  the  inhabitants  of  Bugby 
within  ten  miles  thereof,  whatever  duration  their 
dence  there  might  have  been. 

The  charity  was  founded  in  1567.     On  the  22d 
July  of  that  year,  Laim-ence  Sheriff  conveyed  ce 
hereditaments  to  trustees,  on  trust,  after  his  death 
build  a  convenient  school-house  and  four  lodgings 
four  poor  men ;  and  to  cause  an  honest,  discreet  an 
learned  man,  being  a  master  of  arts,  to  be  retained 
teach  a  free  grammar-school,  to  serve  chiefly  for  th 
children   in   Rugby  aforesaid  and  of  Brtnxmsover^  an< 
next  for  such  as  should  be  of  other  places  therei 
adjoining.     And  that  for  ever,  an  honest,  discreet 
learned  man  should  be  appointed  to  teach  gramma^ 
freely  in  the  same  school,  and  the  same  man,  if  it  mighr 
conveniently  be,  to  be  ever  a  master  of  arts ;  and  h 
was  to  have  the  mansion-house  to  dwell  in,  withou*' 
paying  for  it;  and  to  have  yearly  for  his  salary  12/. 

The  same  Lawrence  Sheriff^  by  his  will  and  codic 
dated  the  22d  of  July  and  31st  of  August  in  the  saoc 
year,  gave  other  property  to  the  same  trustees  for 
same  intent    He  died  in  the  year  1568,  and  the  schi 
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rell  as  certain  almshouses  which  were  part  of  the        1889. 
[^owment.  were  established.  ^^^^^"^ 

In  re 

The  RuoBT 

School. 


e  regulations  for  the  management  of  the  school 
been  considerably  affected  by  orders  of  this  Court 
by  several  acts  of  parliament  (a),  and  the  master 
permitted  to  educate  at  the  school,  not  only  the 
who  appeared  to  have  been  the  first  objects  of  the 
der's  bounty,  but  also  other  boys  who  came  from 
nt  places  to  be  educated  in  the  school  at  Bughy  ; 
1  the  boys  educated  at  the  school  had  not  only  the 
ii  cfit  of  education  there,  but  were  permitted  to  receive 
:mlbitions  from  the  foundation  in  aid  of  their  subse- 
^vit  education  at  one  of  the  universities. 


e  present  master  of  the  school,  Dr.  Arnold^  was 
^^nted  to  that  situation  about  the  year  1827,  and 
rm  plaints  were  now  made,  that  of  late  years  certain 
r^alations,  prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the  objects  of 
ibunder's  bounty,  had  been  introduced.  The  com- 
i^xits  were,  first,  that  exhibitioners  were  chosen  from 
^>iig  strangers  and  free  boys  equally ;  Secondly,  that 
Idren  whose  parents  had  not  been  resident  within  the 
ite  for  two  years  were  excluded  from  the  school; 
I  thirdly,  that  young  boys  were  discouraged  from 
^ring  the  school,  and  consequently  that  boys  entitled 
t^Vie  benefit  of  the  school,  from  a  very  early  age  were 
i^^  to  have  a  prior  or  preparatory  education,  to  fit 

for  education  in  the  school  as  now  conducted. 


C^  appeared  that  in  the  year  1803,  the  income  of  the 
i^X'jty  being  greater  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  expenses 

of 

')  X*he  acts  relating  to  this  (public  act);  54  G.  3.  c.  131. 
■*"*^y,  are  the  21  G.2.  c,23.  (private  act);  and  7  G^.  4.  <;. 88. 
^•te    act);    17  G,  5.  c.  71.     (private  act). 
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1889.        of  it  as  then  conducted,  by  an  order  then  made  and  < —  -^ 

^■^V^^     subsequent  orders  made  in  the  year  1806  it  was  r^ 

The  Rugby  ferred  to  the  Master,  to  take  into  consideration  such  p 
SchooL  Qj.  scheme  as  the  trustees  should  be  advised  to  lay  befoEr 
him,  for  the  future  application  of  the  surplus  income  *- 
the  charity,  and  for  the  disposition  of  all  or  any  part  • 
the  past  accumulations  thereof,  and  of  such  furth»- 
surplus  income  and  accumulations  as  they  should 
come  possessed  of  up  to  the  time  of  such  plan  ^^^  o 
scheme  being  finally  approved  by  the  Court.  A  pl^^^^s.  ai 
or  scheme  was  accordingly  laid  before  the  Master,  ai==^^HM 
in  the  consideration  of  it,  he  went  minutely  through  tl^^^K'bi 
history  of  the  charity  up  to  that  time ;  and  it  appeariD=  ^g 
that  the  number  of  scholars  taught  in  the  school  b^^^^K-^c 
been  greatly  increased  since  the  time  of  passing  the  I 
previous  act  of  parliament,  the  Master  called  for  { 
account  of  the  scholars  and  exhibitioners  from  the  y 
1 780 ;  and  by  such  account,  when  produced,  it  appe 
that  of  the  scholars  taught  at  the  school  during  the  ti 
over  which  the  inquiry  extended,  one  fourth  only,  on 
average,  were  foundationers,  and  that  of  sixty-three 
hibitioners  elected  during  the  same  time,  twenty-oi 
only  were  elected  from  scholars  on  the  foundation, 
forty-two  from  scholars  not  on  the  foundation.  And 
trustees  having  proposed  to  erect  new  buildings,  ai 
that  when  they  should  be  completed,  the  trustees  shoul 
be  at  liberty  to  elect  and  send  seven  more  boys  as 
hibitioners  in  some  of  the  colleges  or  halls  at  Oxford 
Cambridge^  to  be  elected  and  sent  in  like  manner  as  th 
other  exhibitioners  were  elected  and  sent:  and  upoi 
the  scheme  which,  amongst  other  things,  contained  thl 
proposal,  the  Master  approved  thereof,  except  as  t^ 
such  parts  thereof  as  related  to  the  rebuilding  the  scbooi 
master's  house  and  erecting  new  offices  and  studi< 
thereto,  and  as  related  to  the  increase  of  the  number 
exhibitioners ;  and  he  did  not  approve  of  such  parts 


n 
is 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  461 

said  plan ;  for,  though  he  was  of  opinion  that  it  was        1839. 
per  and  necessary,  that  a  sufficient  dwelling-house     '"^^^^^^'^ 
b  suitable  offices  should  be  erected  and  built  for  the    The  Rugby 
.dence  of  the  master  and  the  accommodation  of  the       SchooU 
"s  attending  the  school,  and  that  it  would  also  be 
•per  that  the  number  of  exhibitioners  should  be  in- 
Bsed,  provided  they  were  elected  from  the  scholars 
onging  to  the  charity :  yet,  having  regard  to  the  size 
L  extent  of  the  buildings  proposed  for  such  dwelling- 
■se  and  offices,  and  to  the  number  and  description  of 
masters  and  ushers  employed  at  the  said  school, 
iongst  whom  he  found  a  French  master  and  a  draw- 
master),  and  also  to  the  circumstances,  that  of  the 
nber  of  boys  who  had  been   educated   at  the  said 
ool  between  the  year  1780,  and  the  year  1806  in-  ^ 

sive,  not  more  than  one  fourth  upon  an  average  be- 
ged  to  the  said  charity,  and  that  of  the  number  of 
ftibitioners  who  had  been  chosen  during  the  same 
nod  of  time,  one  third  only  had  been  taken  from  boys 
onging  to  the  said  charity,  it  did  appear  to  him, 
t  such  dwelling-house,  new  offices  and  studies  pro- 
sed to  be  built  as  aforesaid,  were  calculated  and  de- 
ned  for  the  receiving  of  boys  of  a  different  description, 
i  of  educating  them  in  a  different  manner  than  what 
s  meant  or  intended,  either  by  the  founder  of  the  said 
arity,  when  he  founded  the  same,  or  by  the  act  of 
rliament  thereinbefore  mentioned  to  have  been  made 
d  passed  in  the  seventeenth  year  of  his  Majesty  King 
eorge  the  Third;  and  to  the  prejudice  of  the  boys 
lo  were  properly  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  said 
arity. 

The  Master  having  thus  reported  against  the  scheme 
oposed,  the  trustees  presented  their  petition  to  the 
3rd  Chancellor,  praying  that  he  would,  nevertheless, 
irmit  them  to  carry  their  plan  into  execution,  and  the 

Lord 
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18S9.        Lord  Chancellor  accordingly  gave  them  leave  to  do 
^■^V"^^     and  it  was  ordered  that  the  petitioners,  the  trustee*: 
The  Rugby     should  be  at  liberty  to  elect  and  send  seven  more  bo^ 

School.        ^  exhibitioners,  in  like   manner  as  the  then  prese 
exhibitioners  were  elected  and  sent  {a) 

With  respect  to  the  second  complaint  —  that  child 
whose  parents  had  not  been  resident  for  two  yea 
within  the  limits  were  excluded  —  it  was  founded  on 
resolution  of  the  trustees,  dated  the  6th  day  of  July  18S 
and  which  was  expressed  as  follows :  —  *'  It  appearin^i^^  g 
to  this  meeting  that  the  funds  of  the  charity  are  like^^Vjr 
to  be  encroached  upon  beyond  the  fair  meaning  of  tl=^K  e 
act  17  G.  3.  c.  71.,  and  also  to  such  an  extent  as  ms^t^^J 
preclude  the  old  residents  from  the  full  enjoyment 
the  benefits  thereof  by  the  great  influx  which  has  take 
place,  and  is  likely  to  continue,  of  strangers  coming 
reside  in  Rugby,  for  the  mere  temporary  purpose 
availing  themselves  of  the  advantages  of  the  foundatioi 
ordered,  that  from  and  after  Michaelmas  next,  the  e 


press  sanction  of  the  trustees  be  obtained,  at  their  anDU£ 
meeting,  before  any  boy  be  admitted  on  the  foundati( 
whose  parents  or  guardians  shall  not  have  been  resider 
for  the  space  of  two  years  within  the  limits  of  the  fouoc 
ation.'* 


The  third  subject  of  complaint  rested  on  the  evident 
which  it  is  not  necessary  to  state. 

The  case  was  argued  by 

Mr.  Pembaion  and  Mr.  S.  PrescoU  Whitej  in  supp' 
of  the  petition,  and  by 


(a)  See  17  Vei.  505. 


i 
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it.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Kae^  for  the  trustees  of  the        18S9. 
city.  ^'^T''^'^ 

"  In  re 

The  Rugby 

lie  following  cases  were  cited:  —  Attomey^General  School. 
Tariley{a)i  Attorney^Generalw,  The  Dean  and  Canons 
Ohrist  Church  (i),  Attomey-General  v.  The  Cooper^ 
U^^y{p)i  Attorney-General  v.  The  Earl  of  Claren- 
(rf),  Attomey-General  v.  The  Governors  of  the  Ather^ 
€  Free  School  {e);  and  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
irt  by  petition  under  the  52  G.  S.  c.  101.,  The  Cor^ 
iiion  qfLudlcno  v.  Greenhome  (g),  and  Ex  parte  Berk' 
vpstead  Free  School,  (h) 

Hie  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  have  read  all  the 
lavits,  but  will  read  them  again  before  I  dispose  of   « 

case.  It  is  quite  obvious  that  the  principle  on 
ch  the  Court  acts  in  such  a  case  is  this:  the  be- 
t,  of  the  objects  of  the  foundation  is  most  to  be 
ftrded.  Though  other  persons  may  be  allowed  to 
^ive  very  great  benefits  from  a  charity  of  this  kind, 

it  must  be  for  this  reason:  —  that  the  persons  ori- 
tlly  intended  to  receive  the  benefit  of  the  foundation 
r,  by  the  association  of  other  persons  with  them,  re- 
e  a  geater  benefit  from  it  than  they  would  other- 
sdo. 


Vhe  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  facts  of      ^^  *• 
case,  proceeded).    The  complaints  are  first,  that 
ibitioners  are  chosen  from  among  strangers  and  free 
s  equally ;  secondly,  that  children  whose  parents  have 

not 

:)  S  Jac.  4-  W.  553.  {e)  3  Mylfie  4-  K.  544. 

3  Jacobs  474.;   and  see  p.         (g)  1  Bligh^    N.  S,  17.  «.  c. 

1  Mad.  92. 
3  19  Vei.  186.  {h)  2  Ves.  ^  B.  184. 

C)  17  Veu  491.;  and  lee  p. 


464  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


18S9.        not  been  resident  within  the  limits  for  two  years  are 
"^^^'^"^^     eluded  from  the  school ;  and  thirdly,  that  young  bo^  *-j 
The  Rugby    are  discouraged  from  entering  the  school,  and  coi 
School.        quently  that  boys  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  sch< 
are  obliged  to  have  a  prior  or  preparatory  educatit 
to  fit  them  foe  education  in  the  school  as  now  C( 
ducted. 


The  first  of  these  complaints  raises  a  question  of' 
siderable  importance  with  respect  to  the  powers  giif^en 
to  these  trustees  by  the  original  foundation,  by  the  a^zrts 
of  parliament  and  by  orders  of  this  Court ;  and  SjLso 
with  respect  to  the  mode  of  conferring  the  most  sim  1>- 
stantial  benefit  upon  the  boys  who  are  peculiarly  entill  ^jd 
to  the  benefits  of  the  foundation,  whether  it  shall  be  'bj 
placing  them  in  free  and  unprotected  competition  wi  ch 
other  boys,  or  by  giving  them  an  exclusive  right.    [li-^ 
lordship  then  stated  the  proceedings  before  the  Mast^ 
and  Lord  Eldon  in  1 806,  and  continued.]     Now  co^^* 
sidering  that  the  Master  had  in  his  report  set  forth  tfc^^ 
evidence,  by  which  it  was  shewn,  that  during  twenty-fi*^^® 
years,  only  twenty-one  exhibitioners  had  been  elect^^ 
from  foundationers,  and  that  forty-two  had  been  elect^^=" 
from  scholars  not  on  the  foundation,  and  that  he  reli^^^ 
on  that  fact  as  a  principal  ground  for  disapproving  tt::*^ 
scheme ;  and  that  by  the  very  words  of  his  order,  Lo^sr^ 
Eldon  gave  the  trustees  leave  to  elect  more  exhibitione-  ^ 
in   the  manner  they  had  previously  done;  it  appe»-^*s 
to  me,  that  he  must  on  deliberation  have  consider^^ 
that  exhibitions  might  be  given  to  scholars  not  on  ufc^ 
foundation ;  and  being  of  that  opinion,  and  it  not  ^IP" 
pearing  that  any  circumstances  materially  afiecting  ^^^ 
question  now  exist,   which  did  not  exist  at  the  ti^^cie 
when  the  question  was  brought  under  the  considerat*^^^ 
of  Lord  EldoTii  I  think  that  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  ^^ 
any  tiling  which  is  inconsistent  with  it.     If  any  al^^^ 
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be  made  in  this  respect^  it  must  I  think  be        1839. 
authority  than  mine.  ^^t^'^^^ 

The  Rugby 
spect  to  the  second  complaint  —  that  children       School. 

ents  have  not  been  resident  for  two  years 
limits  are  excluded  —  it  is  founded  on  a  reso- 
be  trustees,  dated  the  6th  day  otjufy  ISSOi 
was  expressed  as  follows :  [his  Lordship  stated 
«eded:] 

e  observed,  that  the  effect  of  the  resolution  is 
ude  the  boys  which  are  referred  to,  further 
one  annual  meeting  of  the  trustees  to  an- 
does  not  in  any  way  affect  the  boys  who  may 
dren  of  old  residents,  or,  after  the  next  annual 
-  trustees,  the  boys  who  may  be  the  children 
come  bond  Jlde  to  reside  within  the  limits ; 
sing  the  resolution  to  be  made,  as  it  purports 
he  protection  of  the  old  residents,  it  would 
free  from  objection.  If,  indeed,  the  income 
^erty  be  so  large  as  it  was  stated  to  me  to 
I  number  of  free  boys  be  so  small  as  is  stated 
avits,  it  is  difficult  to  see  any  reasdn  for  sup- 
:  such  a  regulation  is  necessary  for  the  pro- 
the  old  residents ;  and  if  it  is  not  necessary', 
to  me  that  it  ought  not  to  stand.  Consider- 
'er,  that  no  instance  of  inconvenience  or  of 
lual  being  excluded  from  the  school  under 
tion  is  stated,  it  scarcely  appears  to  me  that 
3n  the  subject  is  required  or  would  be  proper ; 
hink,  be  safely'left  to  the  discretion  of  the 


spect  to  the  third  complaint  —  that  young  boys 
aged  from  entering  the  school  — - 1  cannot  help 
ipon  the  evidence  before  me,  that  it  has  some 

H  h  foundation 
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1689.       foundation  in  fact ;  and  that  if  the  fact  be  so^  it  ii  pr- 
^'^T'^^^^    judicial  to  the  interest  of  the  free  boys. 

Tho  RUGBT 

School.  j^  appears  that,  as  a  classical  schoolj  the  school 

greatly  flourished  under  the  mastership  of  Dr. 
When  he  was  appointed  master  there  were  186  scholar 
at  Christmas  last  there  were  278.    The  boys  in  the  upj 
school  in  1827  were  111  :   at  Christmas  1838  they  wi 
240.   In  1827  the  boys  in  the  lower  school  were  tweni 
five;  in  1838  they  were  thirty-eight;  an  increase, 


much  less  in  proportion,  than  the  increase  of  boys  in  L 
upper  school.  AtChristmas  ISSl  and  BtMidsummer  18! 
the  boys  in  the  lower  school  were  112 ;  and,  looking 
all  the  evidence  on  tlie  subject,  the  state  of  the  sch< 
from  time  to  time,  the   declarations  imputed  to 
Arnold  and  to  Sir  Grei/  Skipmith  and  not  denied,  a  v^^ 
the  masters  who  have  been  employed,  it  does,  on  ^  V>c 
whole,  appear  to  me  that  it  has  been  thought  desirafc^f^ 
to  discourage  the  entrance  of  boys  under  twelve  years    o' 
age,  and  I  do  not  think  that  such  a  course  of  proce9^' 
ing  b  or  can  be  beneficial  to  the  objects  of  the  charit^'- 


The  school  b  by  the  founder  designated  as  a 
mar-school ;  but  the  boys  are  to  be  taught  writing 
arithmetic  in  all  its  branches,  f •  e.  more  than  gramm 
and  classical  learning  is  to  be  taught ;  and  taking 
test  mentioned  in  the  affidavit  of  Tit.  Arnold^  it  appea 
to  me  that  those  who  are  qualified  in  other  resj 
ought  to  be  admitted  if  they  can  read  English  and 
capable  of  being  taught  the  first  elements  of  grammar.  -^^ 

It  does  not  appear  that  any  boy  for  whose  admissic:^^^^^^^ 
application  has  been  made,  has  ever  been  excluded 
being  too  young;  but  the  expressed  opinion  of 
Arnold  must,  of  itself,  have  been  a  discouragement; 
though  I  cannot  attribute  the  state  of  the  school,  in  it^is 
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lesp^ct^  to  the  design  supposed  by  Mr.  Wratislaw,  and        18d9« 
cannot  see  the  propriety  of  ordering  forms  to  be  esta«     ^"^v*"^ 
blislied  before  there  are  boys  to  be   instructed  upon    The  Ruobt 

them ;  yet  it  does  appear  to  me  tliat  provision  ought       School. 

to  be  made  for  the  instruction  in   the  school  of  the 

young  boys  who  can  read  English  and  are  capable  of 

being  instructed  in  the  first  elements  of  grammar. 


It  being  intimated  that  the  trustees  were  desirous  of 
giving  effect  to  this  judgment,  the  Court  suspended 
making  any  order  on  the  petition. 


The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  CLACK.  Jan.ie.  is. 

^B^l^E   object   of  this  information  was   the  appoint-  Pending  an 

ment  of  four  new  trustees  of  the  charity   estates  gj^j  ^^^  |j,g 

^  ^ct  with  four  surviving  trustees,  and  for  the  arrange-  pnrpote  of 

™^nt  of  the  amount  of  a  lien  claimed  by  a  Mrs.  Bart"  tnist"  es^of^a 

^^^  on  the  title  deeds  of  the    charity  estate:   it  also  charity ap- 
n«.  «...  .      1      *•  '  .  .  pointed  m  the 

prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  tour  surviving  trus-  place  of  some 

^^^s    of  the  charity  from   appointing  new  trustees  or  j^j^^?® 
^Hveying  the  charity  estates  in  the  mean  time.     The  viving  tmsteet 
trustees,  however,  pending  the  proceedings,  appointed  Jhemsdves, 
^«w  trustees,  and  arranged  the  amount  of  the  lien  due  without  the 
^    Jifrs,  Bartlett.     The  points  argued  were,  as  to  the  the  Court, 

efltect  of  these  acts  of  the  surviving  trustees  pendinc:  the  to  appoint 

°  *  o  ,,g^  trustees : 

suit.    Held,  that 

though  this 

|!^'  nether  a  contempt  nor  an  act  altogether  void,  yet  it  imposed  upon  the  trustee* 

^  necessity  of  proving,  by  the  etrictest  evidence,  and  at  their  own  expense,  that 

1*^^^  hn^  been  oone  was  perfectly  right  and  proper ;  and  the  case  not  appearing  al- 

^^^ther  clear,  the  appointment  was  set  aside,  and  the  trustees  were  ordered 

P^fionally  Co  pay  all  the  extra  costs  occasioned  by  their  act. 

Hh  2 


^(>& 


VAoa^>w 


1839. 


The 

Attorney* 

Gekbral 

V. 

Clack. 


suit    The  facts  will  be  found  fully  stated  in  the  j 
ment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  WtUcock,  for  the  relators* 
Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Sttutrt^  conird. 


<¥- 


Mr.  G.  Ibissell,  for  Mrs.  Barilett. 
Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 


Jan,  18. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.    I  cannot  help  ezpi 
ing  very  great  regret  at  the  mode  in  which  this 
has  been  conducted.     The  case  is  one  of  the  most  sim 
kind  in  its  origin ;  there  was  a  chari^  which  was  to 
administered  by  eight  persons';  when  those  eight 
were  reduced  to  four,  the  remaining  four  were  to  app(^^ 
eight  other  trustees.     Some  question  is  raised 
all  the  eight  were  to  be  new  trustees,  or  whether 
remaining  four  might  not  constitute  a  portion  of 
eight :  it  is  not  very  material  for  the  purposes  of 
suit  which  way  it  was :  but  the  remaining  four 
appoint  new  trustees.  About  the  middle  of  the  year  1  ^ 
there  were  four  remaining:  one  of  those  four  had 
misfortune  to  be  affected  by  paralysis,  in  consequence 
which,  his  mind  was,  in  some  degree  at  least,  aSstt^^f 
and  it  had   been   considered  by    the  other  truste^^ 
whether  they  ought  not  to  present  a  petition  to   tb^ 
Court,  for  the  purpose  of  having  its  assistance  in  tie 
appointment  of  the  new  trustees  whom  it  became  ibA 
duty  to  appoint.     It  is  said,  that  they  were  advised 
that  they  had  not  su£Bcient  evidence  that  Mr*  £,  who 
was  the  invalid  trustee,  was  in  such  a  state  of  mind 
us  to  make  it  imperative  upon  the  G>urt  to  interfere. 
Those  who  adopt  that  argument  or  those  who  gave  that 

advice 


t 

lie 

me 

-rns 
it 


to 
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ce  seem  to  have  totally  forgotten  the  jurisdiction        1839. 
fa  this  Court  haS|  to  interfere  in  matters  of  discretion 


"t^Iiese  cases  of  charity,  even  where  assistance  may  not     Attobney- 
^anted  in  aid  of  a  right     At  the  time  when  things      General 
thus  with  respect  to   the  trustees,  the  situation       Clack. 
^le  property  was  such  as  to  be  worthy  of  some  con- 
si^tion ;  though  I  must  say,  that  considering  the  nature 
ihiis  charity,  the  questions  which  arose  upon  it  were  of 
A   v^ry  trifling  nature,  and  might  very  easily  have  been 
se^t^led.      There  was  a  demand  for  costs   against  the 
charity  on  the  part  of  a  person  of  the  name  of  Bartleliy 
^'^Ho,  being  a  relator,  seems  also  to  have  been  solicitor 
^^  ^fie  prosecution  of  a  former  information,  upon  which 
&>^     order  had  been  made;   he  had  a  considerable  de- 
I'x^&nd  for  costs,  under  an  order  which  had  been  made 
ij*     ^at  suit  in    the  year   1826 ;    that   suit,   however, 
^as  so  prosecuted,  that  the  order  was  not,  as  it  seems, 
dni,^rn  up  till  the  year  1829.     There  was  at  the  time 
*   Slim  of  381/.,   the    amount  of  rents  previously  re- 
ceived,  which   remained   in   the    bank    in   which   one 
^  tfce  trustees  was  a  partner,  subject,  however,  to  be 
^l^  out  by  virtue  of  bankers'  notes  which  were  in  the 
Possession  of  the  solicitor  of  the  late  Lord  Devon^  who 
n&d  also  a  demand  for  costs ;  but  setting  aside  the  con- 
sideration of  the  latter  demand,  there  was  on  the  one  hand 
*  demand  for  costs  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Bartletlj  who 
»*d  the  title  deeds  of  the  charity  property  in  his  pos- 
sesion, and  on  the  other  hand,  there  was  a   sum  of 
SBl/L  lodged  in  the  bank,  and  also  a  sum  of  stock  re- 
iQaining  in  the  Bank  of  England  in  the  names  of  two 
of  the  trustees,  which  might  have  been  a  fund  very 
propei'ly   applicable    to   the   payment   of   those  costs, 
lo  this  state  of  things,  the  information  is  filed — an 
information,  which,  as  it   is   stated,  contained  no  im- 
putation of  misconduct  against   the   trustees  —  which 
alleged  no    misapplication    or   nonapplication  of  the 
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charity  funds  —  which  did  not  even  ask  for  an  accou 
of  the  trustees'  receipts  and  payments  on  account 
the  charity,  but  which  asked,  that  new  trustees  mig^ 
be  appointed,   that  the    lien   which   was  claimed 
Mr.  Bartleit  (if  he  had  any  lien)  might  be  satisfi* 
and  that  the  outstanding  property  belonging  to  t 
chari^  might  be  got  in.     I  do  not  think   that  the 
was  any  impropriety  in  filing  that  information ;  it  seer 
to  me  to  have  been  justified   by  the  state  in  whi 
the  charity  then  was.    I  wish  indeed  that  I  had 
informed  whether,  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  infoi 
ation,   application    had   been   made  to  the  reroaini 
trustees,  to  see  how  far  they  would  consent  or  agree 
do  that  which  was  right,  without  incurring  the 
of  this  suit ;  as  that  is  not  stated  to  be  soy  I  take  it 
granted  that  no  such  prior  application  was  made,  a: 
we  find  in  the  evidence  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  ttx^^ 
Mr.  jP.  complained  that  the  information  had  been  fil^^ 
at  the  relation  of  his  friend  and  acquaintance^  and  thu^ 
he  considered   it  was  unneighbourly  and  unkind  — it 
is  not .  material  what  were  the  exact  words ;  the  in- 
formation, however,  was  filed,  containing  no  improper 
charge  and  asking  for  nothing  which  the  situation  o( 
the  charity  did  not  seem  to  require.     That  being  so, 
and  considering  that  the  trustees  were  themselTes  in 
a  state  of  difficulty  and  perplexi^  with  respect  to  the 
appointment  of  new  trustees,  one  is  a  little  surprised  that 
they  did  not  immediately  take  advantage  of  the  inform- 
ation thus  filed,  and  ask  for  the  directions  of  the  Court,  to 
relieve  them  from  the  difficulties  under  which  they  tlien 
laboured.     Instead  of  that,  and  upon  their  own  power 
and  authority,  they  immediately  proceed  in  their  own 
way  to  settle  these  matters  without  the  concurrence, 
guidance,   assistance    or  protection  which   the   Court 
would  certainly  have  affi}rded  them ;  they  come  to  some 
agreement  with  respect  to  the  claim  which  was  made  by 

Mrs, 
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i.  Bartletif  the  representative  of  her  husband,  and  to 
Ainds  that  were  applicable  to  the  satisfaction  of  that 
Ti ;  and  they  proceed  through  the  difficulties  which 
^t  them,  to  the  appointment  of  new  trustees  and  the 
lution  of  a  conveyance  to  those  new  trustees.  They 
3  that  Mr.  JP.,  whose  state  of  mind  had  been  a  diffi- 
y  in  their  way  before,  had  considerably  recovered ; 

they  took  upon  themselves,  and  at  their  own  risk, 
lAve  it  ascertained  according  to  their  own  method, 

J\f  r.  F*  had  recovered  his  state  of  mind  sufficiently 
nable  him  to  perform  the  act  required  of  him. 
y  have  him  examined  by  medical  persons,  and  hav- 
satisfied  themselves  by  this  examination,  they  de- 
line  for  themselves  that  Mr.  f.  is  in  a  proper  state 
ciind ;  and  shortly  after  they  were  served  with  the 
Mena,  they  have  the  deeds  prepared,  and  have  them 
cuted   in   the   beginning  of  November;  they  then 

in  their  answer,  in  which  they  state  what  they  have 
le  in  that  respect,  but  tliey  wholly  omit  to  state  that 
y  have  made  any  arrangement  with  respect  to  the 
ids  —  they  conceal  from  the  relators  and  from  the 
irt  that  they  had  entered  into  any  arrangement  of 
It  kind.  The  case,  as  far  as  it  was  known  to  the  re- 
)rs,  appeared  in  that  respect  exactly  in  the  situation 
which  it  was  at  the  time  when  the  information  was 
B^inally  filed  in  the  month  of  October;  the  conse- 
ince  is  this,  that  a  supplemental  information  was 
d  stating  the  additional  fact,  which  had  been  com- 
nicated  by  the  answer,  that  the  remaining  trustees 
1  taken  upon  themselves  to  determine  upon  the  state 
aind  of  Mr.  P.,  and  to  determine  who  were  the  proper 
sons  to  be  appointed  new  trustees,  and  had  actually 
cuted  a  deed  for  that  purpose.  The  consequence  of 
!  mode  of  proceeding  is  certainly  very  much  to  be 
retted,  and  if  the  costs  of  this  information  were  to 
upon  the  charity,  it  would  indeed  be  very  deplorable. 

Hh  4  The 
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The  parties  proceed  into  evidence  at  great  length,  many 
witnesses  are  examined  on  both  sides,  for  the  purpose  of 
inducing  the  Court  to  believe  what  was  or  what  was  not 
the  state  of  Mr.  FJs  mind  — whether  he  was  in  a  state 
of  mind  competent  to  do  the  act.     In  the  next  place  eri- 
dence  is  gone  into,  at  very  great  length,  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  that  the  persons  who  were  selected  to  be 
trustees,  were  in  all  respects  proper  persons  to  be  trus- 
tees, and  that  in  fact  if  they  had  been  chosen  under  the 
direction,  and  with  the  assistance  and  protection  of  the 
Court,  better  men  could  not  have  been  found.    This 
cause    now  comes   to   a  hearing,    enormous   expense 
has  been  incurred,  and  the  question  is,  what  is  to  be 
done  for  the  good  of  the  charity  ?     In  the  first  place, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  with  respect  to  the  funds  there 
ought  to   be  an   inquiry,    whether    any  arrangement 
has  been  made  between  the  parties  for  the  setdement 
of  the  lien,  and  if  there   has   been  such,  whether  it 
can  be   carried    into  effect,   and   whether  it  will  be 
beneficial  to   the  charity   that   it  should    be  carried 
into  effect.     With  respect  to  the  appointment  of  the 
trustees,  the  question  no  doubt  is  a  very  important 
one.     What  is  asked  here  is,  that  the  appointment  may 
be  declared  null  and  void,  and  that  it  may  be  declared 
to  be  a  contempt  of  Court.     Now  I  am  of  opinion  that 
I  can  make  no  such  declaration  as  to  its  being  a  con- 
tempt of  the  Court ;    but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the 
conduct  of  the  trustees  in  making  the  appointment  of 
their  own  authority,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  and  after  the  filing  of  the  information  and  after 
they  had  been  served  with  a  subpoena,  was  on  their  part 
an  extremely  improper  act.     I  think  they  ought  to  have 
put  in  their  answer  and  to  have  stated  the  case  truly}*^ 
to  have  stated  in  their  answer,  if  they  could  have  stated 
truly,  that  Mr.  F.  was  recovered,  and  was  competent 
to  act ;  they  ought  to  have  stated  they  were  willing  to 
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ippoint  new  trustees,  and  they  ought  then  to  have 
ipplied  to  the  Courts  either  that  they  might  be  at  liberty 
:o  appoint  new  trustees,  or  that  there  might  be  a  re- 
erence  to  the  Master  for  that  purpose.  It  is  said 
hat  an  application  might  have  been  made  on  the  part 
)f  the  relators,  but  how  could  it?  Did  the  Defendants 
;tate  their  case  fairly  and  candidly  upon  the  answer,  so 
IS  to  enable  the  relators  to  do  what  would  have  been 
proper  upon  such  an  occasion  ?  so  far  from  it,  they  first 
>f  all  attempt  to  complete  the  act,  and  then  leave  the 
relators  to  such  means  as  they  had  to  get  rid  of  it,  and 
ilso  get  rid  of  the  deed.  I  am  of  opinion  upon  such 
I  case  as  this,  that  the  appointment  after  the  filing  of 
lie  information,  tliough  not  to  be  considered  as  an  act 
dtog^ther  void  in  itself  (a),  did  put  the  burden  upon 
the  Defendants  of  proving,  and  that  by  the  strictest 
svidence,  that  what  they  had  done  was  perfectly  right 
md  proper,  and  also  imposed  on  them  the  necessity  of 
pajring  the  costs  of  such  proof.  They  choose  to  take 
upon  themselves  the  risk  of  doing  that  act,  and  of  with- 
drawing the  matter  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court : 
IS  they  thought  fit  to  do  so,  they  are  bound  to  prove  that 
that  which  they  had  done  was  rightly  done ;  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  according  to  the  practice  of  this  Court,  the 
expense  of  bringing  forward  that  proof  should  fall  upon 
them;  and  if  the  matter  remains  in  a  state  of  difficulty,  I 
think  that  there  is  ample  authority  and  jurisdiction  for 
the  Court  to  say,  that  the  appointment  ought  not  to 
stand  at  all.  And  considering  the  whole  of  this  matter, 
it  not  being  a  case  of  persons  who  were  clearly  com- 
petent in  respect  of  numbers,  or  in  which  they  might 
have  acted  if  they  had  all  been  competent, — considering 
the  nature  of  this  case  and  the  evidence  which  has  been 
gone  into,  and  the  circumstances  attending  the  appoint- 
ment, 
(a)  See  Weib  v.  Earl  of  Shaftetbury,  7  Ve$,  480, 
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ment,  I  think  they  have  not  shewn  that  the  appointni  ^nt 
was  perfectly  right  and  proper,  and  I  am  therefore     of 
opinion  that  it  ought  not  to  stand  at  all,  but  ought:,     to 
be  set  aside,  and  it  must  therefore  be  referred  to    ^^e 
Master  to  appoint  new  trustees.     The  cqse  remains     in 
the  state  in  which  it  w*ould  have  been  upon  the  Girst 
information,  which,   it  appears   to   me,   was  prop^^rly 
enough  filed.     The  answer  undoubtedly  showed    Sm* 
proper  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  trustees ;  and  I  tImMDk 
that  upon  that  information,  there  must  be  the  referes^oe 
which  I  have  mentioned,  to  inquire  as  to  the  arran^ 
ment  with  Mrs.  Bartletty  and  to  appoint  new  trustees: 
the  costs  which  have  arisen  from  this  long  investigation 
(I  do  not  say  the  costs  of  the  first  information  but  of 
the  second  information),  and  of  the  evidence  gone  into 
with  respect  to  Mr.  i^.,  and  with  respect  to  the  fitness 
of  the  new  trustees,  must  be  borne  by  the  Defendants; 
and  considerbig  the  resolution  which  has  been  entered 
into  so  improperly  —  that  those  costs  are  to  be  borne 
out  of  the  charity  funds  —  I  consider  it  my  duty  to  take 
care  that  the  costs  directed  to  be  borne  by  the  Defend- 
ants shall  be  paid  by  them  personally ;  the  other  costs 
will  be  reserved. 


His  Lordship  afterwards  gave  leave  to  the  new  trus- 
tees who  had  been  appointed  to  propose  themselves  be- 
fore the  Master. 
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^I^HIS  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the   Defendant,  A  Plaintiff 
•*-    "  That  an  order  to  amend,  dated  the  18th  of  May  J*^^^"?  «^- 

'  ^  -^   tamed  an 

last,  might  be  discharged  for  irregularity,  and  that  the  order  of 

bill  might  stand  dismissed  with  costs,"  under  the  follow-  am^e'nd  ^after 

ing  circumstances :  —  the  time  li- 

mited for  that 
purpose  had 

The  Defendant's  answer  was  filed  on  the  25th  of  ^*P»If<|:  a"^ 

_  1       .        ^  .  1         1       /»        1    '"®  Defendant 

January  1839,  the  time  for  exceptmg  under  the  fourth  being  in  a  con. 

General  Order  {a)  expired  on  the  22d  of  March.     ITie  f^T  ^^"'?''^ 

^   '       ^  to  dismiss  for 

time  limited  by  the  thirteenth  General  Order  (b)  for  ob-  want  of  pro- 
taining,  without  notice,  the  common  order  to  amend  the  Held^^hat  a 
bill,  expired  on  the  3d  of  May^  and  there  being  but  one  single  notice 
Defendant,  he  was,  on  the  17th  of  May^  in  a  condition  discharge  the 

to  move  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution  under  irregular  order 
1-  1^  i-TNi^v  1  t      n  -m^        *""  ^°  dismiss 

the  sixteenth  General  Order  (c);  on  the  18th  of  iiiiary,  the  bill  was 

however,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  the  ex  parte  order  to  "o^jfregular 
'^  ^  on  the  ground 

amend  his  bill.  of  multifari- 

ousness. 

Mr.  •/•  Evans,  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  order 
to  amend  is  clearly  irregular,  and  the  Defendant  might 
have  treated  it  as  a  nullity,  De  Geneve  v.  Hannam  ((/), 
or  have  moved  to  discharge  it.  {e)  The  recent  case  of 
Uoyd  V.  Wait  (g)  shews  that  the  two  objects  sought 
on  the  present  occasion  may  be  joined  in  one  notice  of 
motion. 


Mr. 

{a)  2  Rms.  App,  6.  (e)  The  King  qfSpmn  v.  Hyl-> 

(b)  2  Rusi.  App.  8.  /rt/,  1  R.  4-  Mifl.  7.  n. 

(c)  iRusi.Sf  Mif.no.  (g)  Before  the  Lord   Chan- 
{d)  \R.^  Myl.  498,  cellor,  May  82d,  1899. 
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1839.  Mr.  Tripp  J  contrd.    The  notice  of  mcftion  is  mnlti&ri- 

ous,  seeking  two  distinct  objects,  namely,  the  discliargeof 
an  order  and  the  dismissal  of  the  biU.  The  Defendant 
having  given  notice  to  discharge  the  order  of  the  18th 
of  Majfj  has  thereby  recognised  it  as  an  order,  and  can- 
not now  say  it  is  a  nullity ;  until  the  order  to  amend  has 
been  discharged,  which  it  cannot  be  on  this  notice  of 
motion,  the  motion  to  dismiss  cannot  be  made. 

He  stated  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  was  pro- 
perty limited  to  the  separate  use  of  Mrs.  Traile  when  un- 
married, and  that  the  husband  and  wife  had  been  joined 
as  Co-plaintiiFs.  He  asked,  therefore,  that  the  case 
might  stand  over  until  the  Lord  Chancellor  had  de- 
livered judgment  in  TuUett  v.  Armstrong  (a\  in  order 
to  give  the  Plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  correcting*  if 
necessary,  the  frame  of  the  record.  That  this  bad  been 
done  in  England  v.  Dawns,  {b) 


July  20.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  time  for  amending  having  expired  and  the  De- 
fendant being  in  a  situation  to  move  to  dismiss  the  bill) 
the  Plaintiff  irregularly  obtained  an  order  to  amend; 
and  now  the  Defendant  moves  that  that  order  to  amend 
may  be  discharged,  and  that  the  bill  may  be  dismissed 
for  want  of  prosecution.  The  complaint  is,  that  it  is 
irregular  to  join  these  two  things  together.  If  the  bill 
were  dismissed,  the  order  to  amend  would  go  for 
nothing;  why  then  should  the  notice  be  invalid  merely 
because  it  asks  for  a  little  more  than  the  party  thinks  is 
required  ?  I  do  not  think  it  so  now,  nor  did  I  when 
the  motion  was  originally  made ;  and  it  being  said  there 

was 

(c)  Anth^  p.  1.  {fi)  Antt^  p.  96.;  and  8  Sim,  554.  n. 
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eas  an  authority  in  point,  it  stood  over  for  the  purpose        18S9. 

it  producing  it.     No  authority  has  been  produced,  and 

hinking  that  there  is  nothing  improper  in  this  motion, 

'.  must  grant  it;  the  consequence  is,  that  the  Plaintifis 

Dust  undertake  to  speed  the  cause,   unless  there  is 

my  special  ground.     Tliere  are  specialties  in  this  case 

irbich  create  the  difficulties  adverted  to  by  the  Plain- 

jff 's  counsel ;  but  the  General  Orders  have  pointed  out 

>articu1ar  instances  in  which  a  motion  to  dismiss  for  want 

>f  prosecution  shall  not  prevail  (a) ;  and  the  existence 

>f  a  doubt  as  to  the  proper  joinder  of  husband  and  wife 

IS  Co-plaintiffs  in  a  suit,  is  not  among  them.     I  think 

the  cause  ought  not  to  be  stayed  for  that  reason ;  and 

the  Plaintiffs  must,  therefore,   undertake  to  speed,  if 

they  desire  to  go  on  with  the  suit. 

(a)  Under  the  sixteenth  order  pean  that  the  Phuntiff  is  unable 

the  bill  18  to  stand  dismissed,  to  proceed,  by  reason  of  any  other 

except  in  three  cases ;Jirst,  where  Defendant  not  having  sufficiently 

the  PlaintifTundertakes  to  speed;  answered,  and  that  due  diligence 

tecoiully,  where  he  undertakes  to  has  been  used  to  obtain  an  an- 

hear  the  cause  on  bill  and  an-  swer. 
swer ;  and  tkirdiy,  where  it  ap- 
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July  30.  GATH  V.  BURTON. 

A  bequest  was  HPHE   testator  Francis  MarriSf  by  his  will  bearii 

tetor  t^/wr^  ^^^®  ^^^  ^^^^  ^*y  o{  February  1837,  amongst  otb 

creditor^  on  legacies,  gave  and  bequeathed  unto  the  Plaintiff  Satnt 

his  paying  his  Goth  the  sum  of  500/. :  and  the  said  testator  din 

debt  ^/ore,  that  the  said  legacy  should  become  an  interest  vest 

testator's)  ex-    in  the  said  legatee  immediately  upon  his  decease, 
ecutors  imme- 
diately afler, 
his  death;  the       On  the  23d  of  December  1837,  the  testator  made        -=a 

T^Ta^^""   c^^'»^'^  ^^  ^^s  ^^"'  ^"  ^^^  ^^^^s  following :  —  «  I  ^-0^===^ 

cepted  a  com-  Marris,  of,  &c.,  do  add  this  a  codicil  to  my  annexed  wj "^ 

Sbe  remainder  ro«^e  and  signed  on  the  20th  day  of  Febrtiary  183  7, 

of  the  debt       containini;  sixteen  sheets  and  numbered  from  1  to  1( 

continued  un-      .     .  °  ,  ^      r  n    t     •  j  i  l 

paid :  Held,     VIZ.  m  pages  3.  and  4.  of  my  will,  I  give  and  bequeath 

that  the  Ic-       Samtiel  Gath  the  sum  of  500/.  for  his  own  sole,  sei 
gatee  was  '       ■ 

nevertheless      rate  and  absolute  use  and  benefit;  on  the  1st  of  Fet 

ule^llglcy.       ^"^^  ^^^^'  ^  ^®"^  Samuel  Gath  2000/.,  which  was  pai 

him   by  my  acceptance   of  a   bill   drawn  upon  me 
four  months'  date,  and  accepted,  payable  on  the  41 
of  June  at  Glyti^  Mills  and  Co/s,  bankers,  London :  th 
acceptance  was  to  lie   in  the  hands  of  his  banker 
Liverpool  until  it  became  due,  and  he  was  to  provic 
for   the   payment    of   it;    Samuel  Gath^   becoming  i' 
volved   in   his   circumstances,  was  unable   to   take  ^ — ip 
this  bill;  as  such,  I  took  it  up  in  cash  on  the  4th  of 

June :  now  my  desire  and  will  is,  that  if  the  afores^=^i_  id 
Samuel  Gath  shall  pay  the  aforesaid  2000/.  before,        ^or 
to  my  executors  on  their  application  immediately  afc^^^r, 
my  death,  he  shall  receive  the  legacy  of  500/.  left  h»  «  '^J 
by  me,  but  not  otherwise." 

Oil  the  19lh  of  March  1838,  the  tesUitor,  with  oth^'' 
creditors  of  Samuel  Gath^  agreed  to  take  a  composit'^" 

nf 
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s.  Sd.  in  the  pound  on  his  debt  of  SOOO/L^  and  a  rate- 
share  of  two  debts  which  were  to  be  assigned  to 
tees  for  the  benefit  of  Samuel  GatA's  creditors,  in 
discharge  of  his  debt  against  him. 

his  agreement  was  carried  into  eflect  by  a  deed  of 
26th  of  April  1838,  whereby  the  testator  released 
uel  Gath  from  the  debt  in  consideration  of  the 
unt  of  composition  paid  and  secured. 

b  the  15th  of  May  1888  the  testator  died,  and  his 
:utors  immediately  after  his  death  applied  to  Samuel 
h  for  payment  of  the  2000/.,  or  so  much  as  remained 
aid. 
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1899. 


^o  a  bill  filed  against  the  executors,  containing  the 
ve  statement,  and  praying  payment  of  his  legacy 
00/.  with  interest,  the  executors  filed  a  general  de- 
rer,  which  now  came  on  for  argument. 

Ir.  Walker,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  argued,  first, 
;  it  was  clear  that  the  condition  had  not  been  fulfilled ; 
mdly,*  that  the  performance  of  the  condition  had  not 
}me  impossible,  for  the  legatee  might  still  pay  to  the 
cutors  of  the  testator  the  portion  of  the  2000/.  now 
aining  unpaid ;  and  thirdly,  that  having  regard  to  the 
ire  of  the  condition  and  to  the  circumstances,  espe- 
ly  the  mention  of  the  insolvency  of  the  legatee  in  the 
icil,  it  was  evident  that  there  had  been  no  dispensa- 
or  waiver  of  the  condition  imposed  by  the  codicil. 

le  also  argued  that  the  testator  had  only  intended 
'elease  his  debtor,  qua  debtor,  and  not  as  a  person 
)  was  to  lake  a  bounty  under  his  will,  upon  the 
dition  of  reimbursing  the  testator's  estate  the  money 

which 
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18S9. 


which  had  been  paid  by  him  on  account  of  the  legate 
He  cited  Smith  v.  Cowdery  (a),  Stantofi  v.  Knight,  (b) 


Mr.  James  Booths  in  support  of  the  bill>  was  not 
on  by  the  Court. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think,  upon  the  true  construction  of  this 
and  codicil,  and  having  regard  to  what  the 
afterwards  did,  that  this  legacy  is  still  payable.  He 
become  a  creditor  of  this  legatee  to  the  amount 
2000/.,  and  he  directed,  that  if  the  2000iL  should 
paid  the  legatee  was  to  receive  the  500/.  I  apprehf 
that  he  might,  if  he  had  chosen,  immediately  afierwa 
have  forgiven  this  debt  altogether ;  and  if  he  had  d 
so,  I  think  this  legacy  would  have  been  payable, 
joined  in  the  composition  deed,  and  forgave  the  d^ 
on  certain  conditions;  and  under  these  circumstance 
I  think  that  this  legacy  is  still  payable,  and  the 
murrer  musit  therefore  be  overruled,  (c) 


{a)  2  Sim.  ^  S,  558. 
{b)  I  Simons,  482. 
(c)  See  Co,  Lit.  206.  a. ;  LUt. 
344.}  1  Roper  onLeg,  653—692.; 


Graydon  v.  Hicks,  3  Atk, 
Aislabie  v.  Rice^  5  Mad. 
Darleyv.  Langworthy^  7 
P.  Cm. 


ed 
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1889. 


HEREFORD  v.  RAVENHILL.  July  \o. 

IHE  testator,  Hawarth  Crooke^  subject  to  the  life  Whercates. 

*  estate  of  his  wife,  had  an  absolute  power  of  appoint-  his  personal 
5nt  over  estates  at  Holmer^  Dilwyne  and  Limen.  ®*'*^®  '°  .**® 

^  ^  y  converted 

into  real 

By  his  will  he  devised  these  estates  to  his  son  Charles  ^^^^\  py^. 

•  life,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  poses,  some  of 

which  fail 

€n'les  in  fee,  with  remainder  to  the  daughters  of  the  heir  is' 
Gfies  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  with  similar  limita-  not,  after 

satisfying  the 

ns  to  his  son  John  and  his  issue ;  and  m  default  thereof,  purposes 
:    testator  devised  the  estates  as  follows:  —  that  at  ^hichcan 

take  effect, 

^Irner  to  Tfiomas  Church  (who  died  in  the  testator's  entitled  to 
time)  in  fee;  that  at  Dilwyne  to  Frances  Weare  (who  as^i^iiJ[l^"m. ^ 
c3  in  the  testator's  lifetime)  in  fee ;  and  he  devised  the  pressed  with 

_.  the  chnracter 

^te  at  Lingen  to  Hannah  Price  in  fee.     The  testator  of  realty. 
:>  irave  his  ready  money  and  money  which  should  be    ,.  ^  testator 

®  .  .  .  .  directed  his 

^  and  owing  to  him,  save  as  therein  mentioned,  to  trustees  to  in- 

stees,  in  trust,  "  as  soon  after  his  decease  as  a  con-  Jonai  ^^teas 

tient  purchase  could  be  found,"  to  invest  it  in  the  soon  after  his 

""chase  of  freehold,  leasehold  or  copyhold  heredita-  yenient  pur-  " 

Cits,  and  to  settle  the  same  to  the  use  of  his  wife  for  chase  could 

-  1    ^  found,  m  a 

^  and  after  her  decease,  upon  the  same  uses  and  realei^tate, 

^ts  as  were  thereinbefore   declared  concerning  his  and  settle  it 

^      .      according  to 

^ditaments  at  Holmer,  Diltxyne  and  Lingen  ;  and  in  certain  limit- 
mean  time  to  lay  the  same  out  in  the  funds,  and  pay  '^^  jhese  limit- 
dividends  to  the  person  to  whom  the  rents  of  the  ations  having 
txiises  to  be  purchased  would,  for  the  time  being,  hausted  be- 
^Titt*     And  the  testator  ffave   and   bequeathed  the  fore  the  per- 

°  ,  "  -  ,     sonal  estate 

^due  of  his  goods,  chattels  and  personal  estate  to  his  had  been 

The  heir  at  law  of 
the  testator 
was  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  suit  to  have  the  rights  to  the  fund  declared. 

Vol.  L  /  i 
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18S9.  The  testator  died  in  ITSS,  having  in  his  lifetime  s 

•7^^^^"^^  the  property  at  Lin^eru 

Hereford  et     r      j  t> 


t». 


Ratenhill*         Thomas  Church  and  Frances  Weare  both  died  in 
testators  lifetime:  John  CrooJcCy  the  son,  died  in  17 
without  issue :  Mary  Crooke^  the  widow,  died  in  18 
Charles  Crooke  died  in  1835,  a  bachelor  and  unmarrL 

The  piersonal  estate  of  the  testator,  Hamarth  Cro'^::::^^^ 
not  having  been  invested,  and  the  ultimate  limitatm^cDos 
to  Tliomas  Church  and  Frances  Weare  having  faile&  bf 
their  deaths  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  qiiestioi 
this  cause  was,  to  whom  that  fund  belonged. 

The  heir-at-law  of  the  the  testator  was  not  maS  ^^  * 
party  to  the  cause. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Stinton^  for  the  Plainti9E^  ^ 
the  hearing  of  the  cause,  asked  for  a  decree  for  '^^^ 
usual  accounts  of  the  personal  estate,  and  for  inquir£ 


m 


Mr.  CollinSf  on  the  part  of  the  trustees,  objected  -C-^**^ 
the  suit  was  defective  for  want  of  parties,  in  consequ^*^^ 
of  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator  Hamarth  Crooke^  -^  ^^ 
might  be  entitled  to  the  fund  as  impressed  with  ^'^ 
character  of  realty,  not  being  before  the  Court.  ^^^ 
cited  Cowley  v.  Hartstonge  {a%  and  Cooke  v.  The^^^' 
tiona'^  Company.  {!)) 

Mr.  James  Bacon  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Pemberton  submitted,  that  whatever  doubt  mi^** 
formerly  have  existed,  the  point  had,  after  argum^*'^ 
been  finally  settled  by  Sir  C  C.  Pepys^  in  the  case  ^ 
'Cogan  v.  Stephens,  (c) 

(a)  I  Dow,  361.  (c)  Rolls,  84th  Nov,  1835.  ii^ 

lb)  3  MyL  ^  JC. 264.  this  cue  Lewii  Siepkem^b!^ 

will, 
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Tke  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  was  of  opinion 
^t  the  heir-at-law  was  not  a  necessary  party,  because 
luul  been  decided  in  the  case  referred  to,  that  where 
testator  directed  his  personal  estate  to  be  converted 
::o  real  estate  for  several  purposes,  some  of  which 
led,  his  heir  was  not,  after  satisfying  the  purposes 
lich  could  take  effect,  entitled  to  the  personalty  as 
L Jig  impressed  with  the  character  of  real  estate. 


1839. 


Hereford 

9. 

Ravenhill, 


I9  directed  hifl  executors  im- 
liately  to  lay  out  the  sum  of 
XX)/.  in  the  purchase  of  an 
ite,  the  income  of  which  he 
M.td  on  one  for  life,  with  re- 
i^der  to  others  in  tail,  subject 
*  liicb  the  estate,  which  was  to 
purchased  and  always  run  in 
testator's  name,  was  given 


to  a  charity ;  the  money  was  not 
laid  out  when  the  limitations 
prior  to  that  to  the  charity  be- 
came exhausted ;  and  the  gift  to 
the  charity  being  void  under  the 
statute  of  mortmain,  it  was  held 
tliat  the  next  of  kin,  and  not 
the  heir-at*Iaw  of  the  testator, 
was  entitled  to  the  fiind. 


LEE  V.  FERNIE, 


July  SS. 


^^EAN  ZiifT  executed  a  deed  of  entail  in  1703,  and  A.  B.,  being 
a  deed  of  ratification  and  confirmation  in  1 707,  voluimirilv 

•reby,  subject  to  certain  limitations  of  the  LaidricS"  settling  pro- 
perty on  the 
^<^»^  female  de. 

scendantsthen 
cistence  of  C  D.,  by  deed  reciting  this  desire  and  that  certdn  persons  therein 
ed  were  the  only  descendants  then  in  life  of  C,  2>.,  settled  a  part  of  the  pro- 
Y  on  the  persons  so  named,  and  reserved  to  himself  a  power  of  appointing  the 
^oing  part  of  the  property  amongst  such  several  persons  before  named,  which, 
cfault  of  appointment,  was  given  to  those  several  persons  named ;  he  afterwards 
o^-^ered  that  there  were  other  descendants  in  existence  of  C.  2>.,  who  had  been 
tted,  and,  to  remedy  the  omission,  he  appointed  a  part  of  the  fund  to  an  object 
^e  power,  upon  his  executing  bonds  for  the  payment  to  the  persons  newly 
^oirered,  of  the  amount  when  received  :  Held,  tnat  the  appointment  was  void, 
^  that  the  Court  would  not,  in  a  suit  to  have  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the 
^ted  fund  declared,  determine  whether  the  case  was  such  as  to  entitle  the 
tte  to  have  the  settlement  reformed  according  to  the  inteation  of  the  settlor. 

It  2 


\ 
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1839.  icmi  and  Randlestcmn  estates,  which  fidled  on  the  dri^  th 
of  her  great  grandson  Francis  J.  W.  Law  without  iss^E^je, 
<^  she  obliged  her  other  nearest  heirs  whatsoever  to  ^^ell 
those  estates,  and  apply  the  produce  amongst  the  cK=iil- 
dren  of  her  seven  children,  giving  one  seventh  to  e^^h 
stock/' 

Francis  J.  W.Law  having  become  entitled  to  tha. 
estates,  he,  by  a  deed  dated  the  24th  of  December  IS 
reciting  the  deeds  of  1703  and  1707}  and  that  he 
seised  of  the  estate  in  fee  simple,  unfettered  by 
reservations,  provisions,  conditions,  limitations  and 
strictions  contained  in  the  deed  of  entail ;  and  furt.V 
reciting  that  he  was  advised  that  the  said  ratificaC^ 
and  obligation   executed  by  Jean  Law  had  becocn^J* 
lapsed  by  the  operation  of  prescription,  but  that        ^^ 
was  nevertheless  desirous  of  carrying  the  intentions         ^' 
the  said  Jean  Law  into  effect  with  respect  to  sucb.         ^^ 
the  female  descendants  of  the  said  Jean  Law  as  ^p*^^^ 
then  in  existence,  viz.,  the  female  descendants  oi  Anl^^^^ 
Law  the  fourth  son  of  Jean  Campbell^  of  William 
her  second  son,  and  tlie  descendants  of  Margaret 
(all  the  female  descendants  of  the  other  children  of 
Campbell  having  failed) ;  it  was  witnessed,  that  Frar*^^ 
J.  W.  Law  conveyed  the  estate   to  trustees,   in  t^"*^^ 
to   sell,  and   make   certain   payments,  and  invest 
residue;  and  after  reserving  to  himself  a  life  inte^' 
therein,  he  gave  one  seventh  "  to  James  Hugh  Grandi^^^ 
and  George  Fernie^  being  the  otilj/  descendants  then  in  ^i/ 
of  the  said  Andrew  Law  ;*'  he  then  gave  other  porti^c^*^ 
of  the  fund  to  other  persons  specifically  named;  —  ""^ 


he  reserved   to  himself  the  power  of  appointing  ^ 
sevenths  and  two  fourths  of  one  seventh  of  the  fii^ 
**to   and  amongst  the   several  persons  therein-beft^''^ 
named,''  in  such  proportions  as  he  the  said  Francis  •^^ 
W.  Law  should  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  appointme^'^ 

tbi^ 
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s  portion  was  given  over  to  the  persons  to  whom  the        1839. 
er  part  of  the  fund  had  ah'eady  been  given. 

\fter  the  execution  of  this  deed,  it  turned  out  that 
nes  Hugh  Grandison  and  George  Femic  were  not  the 
y  descendants  then  in  life  of  the  said  Andrew  Law; 
1  that  George  Femie  had  two  brothers  and  two 
ers,  namely,  Robert  Fernie^  James  Femie,  Mar^ 
'et  Mills,  and  Jane  Femie. 

By  a  deed  dated  the  25th  oi  Naoember  IS25,  Francis 
fV.  Law  appointed  to  certain  persons,  who  were  ob- 
^s  of  the  power,  a  portion  of  the  two  sevenths  and 
t  half  of  another  one  seventh  of  the  purchase-money 
the  estate,  which  had  then  been  sold ;  and  he  ap- 
nted  all  the  residue  thereof  to  James  Hugh  Grandison, 
Lis  absolute  use  and  benefit  This  deed  contained 
>ower  of  revocation  and  new  appointment  of  the 
ds  thereby  appointed. 

3y  arrangement  between  Francis  J.  W.La'm  and  James 
^h  Grandison,  the  latter  on  the  same  day  executed 
he  four  persons  who  had  been  omitted  in  the  deed 
Oecember  1821,  bonds  conditioned  for  the  payment 
^em  of  certain  sums  of  monev  as  next  mentioned. 
the  first  of  such  bonds,  dated  the  25th  of  November 
S^  James  Hugh  Grandison  became  bound  in  the 
tlty  of  1200/.  to  Robert  Fernie,  with  a  condition, 
f«by,  after  reciting  the  deeds  of  December  1821  and 
^99Mber  1825,  and  "that  although  the  said  trust  dis- 
^ion  was  made  by  the  said  Francis  J.  JV.  Law  upon 
express  principle  and  for  the  declared  purpose  of 
^iduig  for  the  existing  descendants  of  his  great  grand* 
her  Jean  Law  in  the  female  line,  out  of  the  produce 
he  said  lands  and  hereditaments,  yet  it  then  appeared, 
•^  through  inadvertence  or  want  of  information,  four 

li  3  of 
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1 8S9.        of  such  descendantSi  to  wit,  the  said  Bobert  Femie^  Jama 
^^p^^^^^     Femicy  Margaret  Mills  and  Jane  Femie^  were  whoVlj 
V.  unprovided  for  by  the   said  trust  deed ;    and  furtl^et 

Febnie.       reciting  that  the  said  Francis  John  William  Lav^  beTiog 
unable  to  supply  the  said  omissions  out  of  those  shares 
of  the  said  trust  fund  which  were  subject  to  his  appc=»intr 
ment,  consistently  with  the  terms  of  the  said  po^^^er, 
and  the  said  James  Hugh  Grandison  being  anxious       that 
the  said  trust  disposition  should  not  be  impeachec3  oa 
account  of  such  omission,  and  that  the  wish  and.     in- 
tention of  the  said  Francis  John  William  LaxD  shouL  ^  be 
to  a  certain  extent  fulfilled,  he  the  said  James  FriJugi 
Grandison  had  voluntarily  determined  to  approp  sriate 
and  settle  one  moiety  of  the  residuary  fund  afort^^said 
appointed  to  or  in  favour  of  him  the  said  James  FiM^ 
Grandison  by  the  said  deed  poll  or  instrument  or    ap- 
pointment, unto  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  R^^bert 
Femie^  James  Faiiie^  Margaret  Mills  and  Jane  Fe^""^ 
in  equal  shares ;  and  in  further  performance  of  9  ^ch 
determination,  had  entered  into  the  above  written  h^^nd 
or  obligation,  subject  to  the  condition  thereinafter      ^' 
pressed ;  the  condition  of  the  said  bond  was  ded^'^ 
to  be,  that  if  the  said  c7.  H.  Grandison^  his  heirs,  ^^^ 
cutors  or  administrators,  should,  immediately  upocm  or 
within  one  calendar  month   after   the  actual  traii^^^ 
should  have  been  made  to  him  or  them,  fully  and  ^'>' 
solutely  of  the   residuary  share  of  and  in  the  trust 
monies  and  securities  so  appointed  to  him  in  and  by  ^^ 
said  deed  poll  of  appointment  of  the  25th  day  of  N(h 
vember  then  instant,  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be 
paid  unto  the  said  Robert  Femie,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators or  assigns,  in  case  the  said  Robert  Ferm 
should  have  survived  the  said  F.  J,  W.  Ixawj  but  in  case 
the  said  Robert  Feimie  should  have  died  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  said  F.  J,  W.  Law^  leaving  issue  him  surviving, 
and  who  should  have  survived  the  said  F.  J.  W.  Laa^ 

then 
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then  if  the  above  bounden  James  H.  GrandisoTh  his  1839. 
heirs,  executors  or  administratorsi  sjiould  pay  or  cause 
to  be  paid  unto  such  issue  of  the  said  Robert  Fernie^  if 
more  than  one,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  such  a 
sum  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain^  not  exceeding 
the  sum  of  600/.,  as  should  be  equivalent  to  one  full 
and  equal  eighth  part  or  share  of  the  monies,  stocks, 
funds  or  securities  which  should  become  transferable  and 
be  transferred  to  the  said  James  Hugh  Grandison^  his 
executors  or  administrators,  by  virtue  of  or  under  the 
9aid  deed  of  appointment,  such  sum  of  money  to  be 
accepted  by  the  said  Robert  Femie^  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators or  assigns,  or  his  or  their  issue,  in  full 
satisfaction  of  his  or  their  claims  and  demands  upon  the 
before-mentioned  estate  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  under 
the  said  deed  of  ratification  and  obligation  executed 
by  the  said  Jean  Campbell  as  aforesaid,  or  otherwise 
howsoever,  the  said  bond  should  be  void,  otherwise 
should  remain  in  full  force,  virtue  and  effect. 

Similar  bonds  were  given  to  James  Femie^  Margaret 
Mills  and  Jane  Femie. 

The  bonds,  when  executed,  were  delivered  by  Francis 
J.  W*  Law  to  his  solicitor,  with  directions  to  him  not  to 
deliver  the  same  to  the  respective  obligees  therein  named, 
until  James  Hugh  Grandison  should  be  in  the  actual 
possession  of  the  funds  to  which  he  was  to  become  en- 
titled under  the  deed  of  appointment. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  two  of  the  trustees  of  the  deed 
of  December  1821,  to  have  the  rights  of  the  parties 
declared  as  to  a  sum  of  3205/.  6s.  3^.,  three  per  cent, 
reduced,  part  of  the  purchase-money,  which  had  been 
reserved  to  answer  doubtful  claims,  and  particularly  the 
clfums  of  parties  under  the  deed  of  ^pointment  of  No' 

I  i  4t  vember 
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18S9.        vember  1825  and  the  bonds  given  by  Grandison  to  the 
four  persons  named. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bacon^  for  the  PlaintiiTs,  and 
Mr.  Tinney^  Mr.  Girdlestone  and  Mr.  Jeremy^  for  other 
parties,  contended,  that  though  Grandison  was  an  object 
of  the  power,  and  an  appointment  to  him  unfettered 
with  any  condition  would  have  been  good,  yet,  the 
appointment,  having  been  made  on  the  understanding 
that  the  appointed  fund  should  be  handed  over  to  per- 
sons who  were  not  objects  of  the  power,  was  invalid  (a) : 
it  was  an  attempt  to  do  indirectly,  that  which  Francis 
J.  JV.  Law  had  not  the  power  of  doing  directly. 

Mr.  Bichards  and  Mr.  Glasse^  for  the  obligees  of  the 
bonds,  contended  that  the  settlor  of  the  property  clearly 
intended  to  include  them  in  the  deed  ol  December  1821, 
and  to  secure  them  a  portion  of  the  property,  and  either 
through  inadvertence  or  want  of  proper  information  on 
the  subject  they  had  been  omitted.  That  if  the  settlor, 
when  he  dbcovered  the  error,  had  come  to  this  court, 
it  was  clear  that  upon  the  same  evidence  the  deed  would 
have  been  reformed,  and  the  names  of  these  persons 
would  have  been  introduced,  as  was  done  in  Barsiaa)  ▼. 
Kilvington  {b\  and  Jenkins  v.  Quinchant  (c) ;  so  that 
these  parties  were,  equitably,  objects  of  the  power. 

That  equity  looked  only  to  the  substance  of  an  ap- 
pointment, and  under  a  power  to  appoint  to  issue  held 
an  appointment  made  upon  marriage  to  the  husband  of 
such  issue  to  be  good ;  Routiedge  v.  DorriL  {d)     That  a 

power 

(a)  See  Daubeny  v.  Cockbum,  (b)  S  Vet,  595. 

1  Mer.  686.;  Farmer  v.  Mar-  (c)  Ibid,S96.  n. 

lin,  S  Sim.  502.;  Arnold  y.  Hard'  (d)  2  Firj.  jun.  557.;  and  He»m 

wick,  7  Sim,  547. ;   Palmer  v.  ill  v.  Lord  JDacre,  8  Keen,  6S3. 
Wheeler,  8  Ball  i  B.  18. 
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power  reserved  by  the  owner  of  the  estate  making  a  18d9« 
▼oluntary  settlement  should  be  construed  liberally,  Mad-^ 
dison  ▼.  Andrew  (a) ;  and  there  appeared  some  acquies- 
cence in  this  case  on  the  part  of  the  persons  interested 
in  default  of  appointment,  which  should  have  some 
weight ;  Anderson  v.  Dawson,  (b) 

'iix.  Kinderdey^  Mu  Sidelnatom^  and  ^Ix.Moor  for 
other  parties. 

McPemberton  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  appears  that  Francis  J.  W.  Lmo^  having  become  en- 
titled to  the  property  or  conceiving  himself  to  be  entitled 
to  ity  executed  this  deed  of  December  1821 ;  and  there 
can  be  no  doubt  but  that  he  intended  to  provide  for 
all  the  descendants  of  Jean  Law  there  referred  to :  he 
thought  he  had  discovered  them  all,  and  he  intended  to 
provide  for  all ;  but  referring  to  them  by  name,  he  made 
this  provision  for  them  [his  Lordship  stated  it],  and 
retfuning  to  himself  the  power  of  appointing  two  sevenths 
and  two  fourths  of  one  seventh  ^^  to  and  amongst  the 
several  persons  thereinbefore  named; ''  the  persons  before 
named,  and  no  others,  were  the  persons  to  whom  he 
reserved  the  power  of  appointing  this  portion  of  the 
fund,  and  in  default  it  was  settled  in  the  manner  there 
mentioned. 

Some  time  after  the  execution  of  this  deed,  he  dis- 
covered that  he  had  not  provided  for  all  the  persons  he 
intended — he  discovered  four  other  persons,  the  brothers 
and  sisters  of  George  Femie  ;  and  he  then  executed  the 
deed  of  Naoember  1825,  and  he  appointed  a  portion 

of 
{a)  1  K^.ieD.60.  {b)  \sVei.SZ%. 
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18S9.  of  the  fund  to  Grandison  absolutely.  I  think  that  on 
this  deed  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  appointment 
was  not  good,  because  it  was  made  to  persons  all  of 
whom  were  named  in  the  deed  of  1821.  On  thesame 
day  on  which  the  deed  was  executed,  four  bonds  were 
executed  by  Grandison  to  the  four  persons  who  had 
been  discovered  to  be  the  descendants  of  Jean  LaWj 
which  recites  —  [his  Lordship  read  the  words]. 

Mr.  Law  did  not  think  fit  to  rely  upon  that  appoint- 
ment and  that  voluntary  disposition,  and  therefore  be 
took  these  several  obligations  from  Mr.  Grandison^  that 
he  would,  after  the  transfer  and  payment  was  made  \o 
him,  pay  the  several  sums  of  money  to  the  several  per- 
sons to  whom  the  bonds  were  given.     What  then  was 
this,   but   an  intention  on  the   part  of  Mr.  Laa  to 
make  the  appointment  substantially  and  in  effect  fot 
the  benefit  of  persons  not  before  named  in  that  deed? 
That  clearly  was  his  intention,  and  having  made  an  ap- 
pointment in  favour  of  Mr.  Grandison^  he  immediately 
subjects  him  to  these  several  obligations,  —  that  is,    ^^ 
was  intending  to  do  indirectly,  that  which  he  had  \^^^ 
advised  he  could  not  do  directly.     Now,  it  certai^y 
seems  a  hard  thing  that  he,  the  author  of  this  gift  ^^ 
the  owner  of  this  property,  could  not  do  this ;  bul^    "^ 
had  declared  a  trust  —  he  had  said  that  it  should    ^^ 
long  to  certain  persons  —  that  the  power  he  had     '^^ 
served  should  be  exercised  for  the  benefit  of  cert-^**^ 
persons  only :  and  I  quite  agree  with  those  who  advi^^ 
him,  that  it  was  not  competent  for  him,  of  his  o^^^^ 
authority,  to  alter  that  destination  of  his  property. 

With  respect  to  the  bonds,  I  do  not  think  it  vc?  ^ 
clearly  appears  in  evidence  what  was  done  with  tbetf^^ 
I  think  they  were  received  by  the  testator  and  th^^ 
deposited   with  the  solicitor;    there  they  still  remain* 
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"Mx.  Grandison^  therefore,  was  not  to  have  this  obliga-  1839. 
tion  imposed  upon  him,  till  the  gift  took  effect,  accord- 
ing to  the  directions  of  the  deed.  Now  it  is  said,  and 
it  has  been  certainly  very  ingeniously  argued,  that  Mr. 
Law  himself  would  have  been  entitled  to  have  had  this 
settlement  corrected :  I  will  not  say  that  he  might  not ; 
but  that  is  not  the  question  now  before  me;  the  only 
question  is,  whether,  taking  the  deed  as  it  is,  the  power 
was  duly  executed.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  power 
was  not  duly  executed  and  that  I  cannot  act  upon  any 
notion  that  I  might  form  in  this  suit,  where  the  ques- 
tion is  not  agitated,  how  that  settlement  would  have 
been  dealt  with  if  the  question  had  been  raised,  or 
whether  it  would  have  been  corrected  if  a  proper  case 
had  been  made  out. 

The  next  point  is  upon  what  took  place  afterwards. 
An  offer  seems  to  have  been  made,  that  if  the  parties 
woald  agree  to  accept  what  was  intended  for  them  by 
Mr.  Femie  within  a  limited  time,  they  should  have  iL 
It  is  exceedingly  to  be  lamented  that  they  did  not 
Bcoept  that  ofier ;  but  in  consequence  of  that  offer  not 
having  been  accepted,  it  became  necessary  to  institute 
this  suit,  to  try  the  strict  rights  between  the  parties : 
this  diminishes  the  regret.  It  is  clear  Mr.  Law  meant 
this  for  them,  and  it  is  painful  to  see  them  deprived  of 
it ;  but  having  refused  to  accept  that  which  was  offered, 
they  must  now  be  content  to  abide  by  that  which  the 
law  gives  them.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  power  is  not 
duly  executed,  and  the  property  therefore  goes  as  in 
default  of  appointment;  all  parties  should,  however, 
have  their  costs. 
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April  30. 
Afat/4. 

One  oFtwo 
executors  ap- 
pearing, from 
the  proceed- 
ings in  the 
cause,  to  be  a 
trustee  within 
the  meaning 
of  the  1  W.  4. 
c.  60.,  of  a 
fund  standing 
in  the  tcs- 
tator*8  name, 
and  it  being 
proved  by 
affidavit  that 
he  was  living 
out  of  the  ju- 
risdiction, the 
Court,  with- 
out a  refer- 
ence to  the 
Master,  made 
an  order  under 
this  act  for  the 
transfer  of  the 
fund  by  his 
co-executor. 


PARKER  V.  BURNEY. 

fj^LIZABETH  SOMERVILLE  was  the  sole  exe- 

-^L^  cutrix  of  the  testator,  Hugh  SomerviUe. 

Elizabeth  SomervHie,  by  her  will,  appointed  William 
Bumey  and  John  Hinxman  her  executors,  who,  after 
her  death,  proved  her  will. 

The  questions  in  the  cause  arose  on  the  construction 
of  the  very  obscure  will  of  the  testator,  Hugh  Samer" 
villej  a  portion  of  whose  estate  consisted  of  funds  stand- 
ing partly  in  his  own  name,  and  partly  in  the  name  of 
his  executrix,  Elizabeth  SomerviUe. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  on  the  18di  of  December 
18S8,  the  rights  of  the  parties  had  been  ascertained; 
and  William  Burney  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  the 
case  now  came  on  upon  petition,  praying  for  a  distribu- 
tion of  the  funds,  and  praying  also  that  John  Hinxman 
alone,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  William  Bumej/f  might, 
under  the  1  W.  4.  c.  60*,  be  directed  to  transfer  the 
funds. 


It  was  proved,  by  an  affidavit  now  produced,  that 
William  Burney  was  living  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Richards^  in  support  of  the  petition,  asked  that 
the  order  for  a  transfer  might  be  made  at  once,  without 
a  reference  to  the  Master,  as  it  appeared,  by  the  pro- 
ceedings  in  the  cause,  that  William  Burney  was  a  trustee 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and  as  it  was  proved  by 
the  affidavit  that  he  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

The 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  money  in  question  forms  a  fiind  to  be  admini- 
stered in  this  suit,  and  I  think  I  can  make  the  order  at 
once ;  the  order,  however,  must  state,  that  it  appears, 
from  the  proceedings  in  the  cause,  that  William  Bumey 
is  a  trustee  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and  from  the 
affidavit,  that  he  is  living  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 


BOSWELL  V.  TUCKER. 


March  85. 


^I^HIS  was  a  bill  for  foreclosure :  the  mortgagor  had 
taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act, 
and  no  creditor's  assignee  having  been  appointed,  Mr. 
Sturgisy  the  provisional  assignee  of  the  insolvent  debtor, 
was  made  a  party  Defendant. 

By  his  answer  he  stated,  *^  that  he  did  not  claim  any 
right  or  interest  in  the  matters  in  question  in  this  suit, 
other  than  such  (if  any)  as  might  be  vested  in  him  as 
such  provisional  assignee  as  aforesaid,  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  said  insolvent  debtor ;" 
and  submitted,  *^  that  he  was  entitled  to  be  paid  by  the 
said  complainant,  or  in  such  other  manner  as  this  Court 
might  be  pleased  to  direct,  all  the  costs,  charges  and 
expenses  incurred  by  him  in  respect  of  this  suit." 


The  provi- 
sional assignee 
of  an  insolvent 
debtor  having 
been  made  a 
Defendant  to 
a  suit  by  a 
mortgagee  to 
foreclose  the 
insolvent  and 
those  claiming 
under  him, 
Held  to  be 
entitled  to  his 
costs,  to  be 
paid  b^  the 
PlaintifiT,  who 
was  to  add 
them  to  his 
security. 


Mr.  Reynolds^  for  Mr.  Siurgis^  asked  that  the  Plain- 
tiflf  might  be  ordered  to  pay  his  costs  of  suit,  on  the 
authority  of  Peake  v.  Gibbon  (a).   Woodward  v.  Had- 

doti 
(a)  2  Ru$$,  4-  Mtfl.  354. 


494 


1839. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY, 

don  {a\  and  Weaving  v.  Count  (&),  urging,  that  as  a 
mere  ministerial  officer  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors 
Court,  and  haying  no  interest,  he  ought  to  have  these 
costs. 


Mr.Pemberton  and  Mr.  HaUeitj  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  KindersUy  and  Mr.  GoodevCf  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  think  I  must  allow  these  costs,  though  I  confess  I 
do  not  perfectly  understand  the  reasoning  of  the  cases 
cited.  It  would  be  perfectly  right  in  a  case  where  it  is 
clear  that  the  assignee  has  nothing  in  his  hands  to  pay 
his  costs.  Even  if  he  should  afterwards  receive  any 
assets,  it  would  seem  that  they  would  be  the  proper  fund 
out  of  which  to  pay  his  costs.  I  give  the  costs  because 
the  cases  authorise  it. 


The  common  decree  for  a  foreclosure  was  made,  and 
it  was  ordered  that  the  Pldntiff  should  pay  Sturps's 
costs,  and  add  them  to  his  security. 


(a)  4  Sim.  606, 


(b)  6  Sinh  459. 
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18S9. 


M 


BAINBRIGGE  v.  BLAIR.  Ma^  as. 

R.  PEMBERTON  and  Mr.  James  RusseU,    in  The  bank- 
this  case,  asked  for  the  appointment  of  three  new  trustee  is  a 

trustees,  in  the  place  of  three  trustees  appointed  by  the  »iifficient 

•11    !•  t_  I  1  o       1  ^     n  ground  for  hn 

will  ot  the  testator :  the  ground  for  the  remoyal  of  one  removal  from 

of  the  trustees  was  that  he  had  become  bankrupt  *?5*  c^ce^ 

^  although  he 

has  obtained 
Mr-  Wright,  for  the  bankrupt  trustee,  objected  to  his  5nd''trJS 
being  removed.     He  argued  that  there  was  not  a  suffi-  property  is  in 
cient  reason  for  his  removal,  the  bankrupt  having  ob-  receiver, 
tained  his  certificate  in  1836,  the  trust  estate  not  having 
lost  any  thing  by  his  bankruptcy,  and  there  being  no 
fear  of  any  future  loss,  as  the  estate  was  in  the  bands  of 
a  receiver ;  secondly,  he  objected,  that  the  testator  hav- 
ing by  his  will  given   to  the  trustee  certain   benefits 
attached  to  his  office,  he  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of 
them. 


Mr.  Kindersleyf  Mr.  Piggottj  and  Mr.  S.  SAarpe,  for 
other  parties. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply,  said  that  the  fact  of  the  trus- 
tee not  being  a  responsible  person  was  a  sufficient 
grounc'  for  his  removal  from  the  office. 

The  Master  qftlie  Rolls. 

I  think  this  gentleman  having  become  a  bankrupt 
ought  to  be  removed ;  but  it  must  be  done  without  pre- 
judice to  any  interest  he  may  claim  under  the  will,  {a) 

(a)  This  may  be  done  by  petition.  \  See  5  G.  4.  e.  16.  «•  79. 
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1889. 


July*.  LINDO  V.  LINDO. 

I 

A  release,  f^AVID  LINDO  in  his  lifetime  carried  on  busHjieas 

though  un-  J^  in  partnership  with  his  brother  Abraham  L^^ido^ 

hmited  m  it8  *^         ^^.,11.1.                 •     ,    .--»,« 

terms,  held,  and  Moses  da  Costa  Ltndo :  he  died  intestate  in  1  »I9| 

SS  con-  leaving  his  father,  Moses  Linda,  his  sole  next  of      kin, 

text,  to  ope-  whereupon  Moses  da  Costa  Ltndo,  on  the  renunciea-tioo 

toapar^cular  o^  Moses  Ltndo,  became  his  administrator, 
sum  men- 
recitals.  David  Lindo,  at  his  death,  was  indebted  to  several 
t  h'^'d'^?'^  persons,  and,  amongst  others,  to  Daniel  MocaUa,  in  the 
was  indebted  sum  of  1687/.  IO5.,  as  acceptor  of  three  bills  oF  ex- 
1 68^/.fdiS  change ;  this  sum  had  been  lent  by  Daniel  MocaUa  to 
putes,  how-  David  Lindo,  to  enable  him  to  pay  losses  incurred  by 
between  the  ^^^  '^^  speculations  in  the  funds,  which  were  stated  ^ 

administrator  have  been  of  an  illegal  nature.     Moses  da  Costa  U^^ 

and  next  of  ,  ,•       ,  .  j  r       t  -* 

kin  as  to  the  Was  to  become  surety  for  this  sum,  and  tor  that  pur| 


legality  of  the  j^^  indorsed  these  bills.     David  Lindo,  by  a-mefno 

debt,  and  an  .  .  •  *D 

agreement        randum,  authorised  and  enjoined  his  representatives    *" 


betw^een^hem  V^J  -Mb^^*  ^^  Costa  Lindo  all  that  might  be  due  in 

and  the  bro-  spect  thereof, 
ther  of  the 
intestate, 
whereby,  re- 
citing tnat  all  ^  ^ 
the  property  had  been  got  in  and,  excluding  the  disputed  debt,  amounted  to  S^^'^i 
that  doubts  having  arisen  as  to  the  validity  of  that  debt,  and  that  being  desiroi»^|^  ^^ 
maintaining  the  good  fame  and  character  of  the  deceased,  the  three  parties  ^-*'^g 
agreed  to  waive  all  questions  as  to  the  validity  of  the  debt,  and  raise  a  fund  to  dp  ^^^a 
good  the  deficiency ;  that  the  next  of  kin  had  agreed  to  *'  relinquish  all  clainp  ^^^s 
any  residue  or  surplus  ;'*  that  the  intestate's  brother  should  furnish  384iL  towt^-^j^^ 
payment  of  the  debt,  and  the  administrator  should  make  good  all  the  resdue. 
wait  witnessed  that  the  next  of  kin  released  to  the  administrator  all  his  right,  ( 
to  the  personnl  estate  of  the  intestate,  as  his  next  of  kin  or  otherwise,  the  brotit^ 
covenanted  to  pay  his  part,  and  the  administrator  covenanted  to  pay  the 
out  of  his  own  money,  and  also  to  pay  all  other  debts,  &c.  of  the  intestate,  '^^m' 
debt  was  paid,  and  other  funds  afterwards  fell  in  to  the  intestate's  estate:  H^^^ 
Ihat  the  administrator  was  not,  under  the  release,  entitled  thereto. 
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The  assets  of  the  intestate,  David  Lindo^  were  pos- 
»sed  by  his  administrator,  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo,  who 
lid  all  the  claims  thereon,  except  the  debt  due  to 
kiniel  Mocatta^  and  there  then  remained  in  the  hands 
'  the  administrator  a  balance  of  458/.  75.  Sd. ;  but 
ipposing  the  debt  due  to  Daniel  Mocatta  to  be  pay- 
>le  out  of  the  assets  of  David  Lindo,  his  estate  would 
ive  been  considerably  deficient*  Moses  da  Costa  Undo 
iving  furnished  Moses  Lindo  with  an  account  of  the 
tate  of  the  intestate,  in  which  he  included  the  debt 
le  to  Daniel  Mocatta,  and  thus  shewing  a  deficiency) 
!b<e5  Undo  objected  thereto,  and  insisted  on  having 
at  item  struck  out,  alleging,  that  the  sum  was  not  a  legal 
^bt  which  could  be  recovered  against  the  estate  of  Z>a- 
i  Undo,  and  that  it  ought  not,  therefore,  to  be  charged 
;amst  his  estate.  Considerable  discussion  took  place 
I  the  matter,  and  ultimately  the  objected  item  was 
rack  out,  and  another  account  omitting  it  rendered ; 
le  parties  seemed  to  have  come  to  an  arrangement, 
^  which  it  was  agreed,  that  the  balance  of  458/.  7^;  Sd. 
■ould  be  applied  toward  payment  of  the  1687/*  105.,  and 
at  Moses  da  Costa  Undo  and  Abraham  Undo  should 
J  the  remainder.  The  debt  due  to  Daniel  Mocatta 
ts  accordingly  charged  in  the  books  of  Abraham  Undo 
i  Moses  da  Costa  Undo  to  the  brokerage  account  as 
OSS,  and  a  sum  of  458/.  7&  8^.  was  carried  to  the 
^t  of  Moses  Undo  in  a  cash  account  kept  witli 
'"^ham  Undo  and  Moses  da  Costa  Undo,  and  the 
'^  amount  was  charged,  in  the  account  of  David 
^ds  estate,  as  a  payment  to  Moses  Undo. 


18fl9. 


X^bese  entries  were  made  on  the  6th  of  March  1820, 
on  the  same  day  an  entry  was  made  in  one  of  the 
^l^a  of  account  of  Abraham  Undo  and  Moses  da 
^1^  Undo,  by  one  of  their  clerks,  stating  the  agree- 
^t  already  mentioned;  this  entry  was  signed  by 
^es  Undo  to  signify  his  approval  of  it,  he  thereby 
Vol.  I.  Kk  "  giving 
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LiNDO 

V. 
LiNSO. 


*^  giving  up    all    claims    and    pretensions   whatsoeu 
against  the  said  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo  as  administra< 
of  bis  late  son,  458/.  75.  8ef/'     This  entry  was  alh 
to  have  been  made  without  the  concurrence  of  Mc 
da  Costa  Lindo. 


The  agreement  was  carried  into  effect  by  an  ind 
ture,  dated  the  17th  of  March  1820,  and  made  bet^^4 
Moses  Undo  of  the  first  part,  Abraham  Undo  of    d, 
second  part,  and  Moses  da  Costa  Undo  of  the  tbi^ 
part;   and   after  reciting    the  partnership,    the  deatfr 
of  David  Undo,  and  that  letters  of  administration  ^prere 
obtained  by  Moses  da  Costa  Undo,  upon  the  renancui* 
tion  of  his  father,  his  sole  next  of  kin,  **  and  that  the 
said  Moses  da  Costa  Undo  had,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  said  letters  of  administration,  collected,  got  id 
and  received  and  converted  into  money  all  the  outstand' 
ing  property  and  effects  of  the  said  David  Undo;  **  aod 
after  reciting  the  debt  due  from  David  Undo  to  Danid 
Mocatta,  upon  bills  which  were  not  then  due,  it  recited 
as  follows :  ^^  And  whereas  the  assets  of  the  said  Dffdi 
Undo  come  to  !the  hands  of  the  said  Moses  da  Cost<^ 
Undo  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  and  which  are  tU 
the  assets  of  the  said  David  Undo,  will  be  more  than 
sufficient  to  answer  and  pay  his  debts  and  funeral  and 
testamentary    expenses,  exclusive  of  the  said  three  ac- 
ceptances, by  the  sum  of  533/.  7s.  Sd.,  which  sum  of 
538/.  75.  8^.  would,  therefore,  in  case  no  claim  in  re- 
spect of  such  acceptances,  go  to  and  become  the  property 
of  the  said  Moses  Undo,  as  his  sole  next  of  kin ;  and 
whereas  doubts  have  arisen,  whether  the  said  bills  of 
exchange  are  valid  and  legal  charges  against  the  estate 
of  David  Undo,  the  consideration  thereof  being  monies 
borrowed  for  the  purpose  of  paying  differences  upon 
stock  transactions  prohibited  by  the  statute  7  Geo.  II.; 
but  inasmuch  as  all  the  parties  to  this  indenture  are 
desirous  of  maintaining  and  holding  up  the  good  fiune 

and 
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character  of  David  Undo  and  discharging  his  debts        1839. 

1,  they  have  mutually  and  reciprocally  agreed  with 

other  to  waive  all  questions  respecting  the  validity 

ch  bills  of  exchange  and  the  consideration  thereof,        Lindo. 

0  raise  a  fund  for  making  good  the  deficiency  of 
isets  of  David  Lindo,  in  manner  following;  that  is 
|r,  that  Moses  Lindo  should  relinquish  all  claims  to 
esidue  or  surplus  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  David 
7  as  his  next  of  kin ;"  and  that  Abraham  Lindo 
d  pay  or  allow  in  account  to  Moses  da  Costa 
7f  the  sum  of  384/.  25.  towards  the  payment  and 
arge  of  the  said  debts ;  that  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo 
d  pay  and  make  good  all  the  residue  of  such  debts, 
>f  the  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  of  David 
> ;  and  that  a  sum  of  384/.  25.  should  be  applied 
Tore  mentioned,  out  of  the  monies  in  the  hands  of 
;  da  Costa  Lindo  belonging  to  Abraham  Lindo^  as 
lare  of  the  partnership  profits.  It  was  witnessed, 
Moses  LindOy  Abraham  Lindo  and  Moses  da  Costa 
}  mutually  covenanted  with  each  other,  that  they 
.  together  raise  a  fund  for  payment  and  discharge 

the  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses 
ivid  Lindo  in  manner  and  in  the  proportions  before 
oned :  and  Moses  Lindo^  in  consideration  of  the 
ed  love  and  affection  which  he  had  and  bore  to 
i  Lindo  during  his  life,  and  of  the  respect  which 
3n  bore  to  his  memory,  and  in  consideration  of  the 
ant  and  agreement  of  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo  therein- 
:ontained,  remised,  released  and  quitted  claim  unto 

da  Costa  Lindo,  and  to  all  and  every  future  personal 
tentative  or  representatives  of  David  Lindo^  all  his 
and  interest,  property,  benefit,  claim  and  demand,  of, 
to  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  David  Lindo,  as 
)f  kin  of  David  Lindo,  or  otherwise  howsoever :  and 
\am  Lindo  covenanted  with  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo  to 
bute  towards  the  liquidation  of  the  debts,  &c,  of 

1  Lindo,  and  of  the  said  three  several  bills  of  ex* 
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change,  the  sum  of  884/.  2s, :  and  Moses  da  Costa  Lindc^^  in 
consideration  of  the  release  thereinbefore  contained  oa   ^  he 
part  of  Moses  Lindo  and  of  the  covenant,  &c.  of  AbraJk^rn 
Lindoj  covenanted  with  Moses  Lindo  and  Abraham  Liwi^^o^ 
that  he  would,  by  means  of  the  assets  of  David  Lindo  CK^aane 
to  his  hands  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  sim  ^ 
of  384/.  2s,  so  agreed  to  be  paid  and  contributed  by  Ahr'^'^ 
ham  Lindo,  and  as  to  the  residue,  by  and  out  of  his  o^^^ 
monies,  pay  the  said  three  several  bills  of  exchan^^^ 
when  due,  and  all  other  the  just  and  lawful  debts      "^^ 
David  Lindo,  and  his  funeral  and  testamentary  expense-^  ^> 
and  it  was  thereby  provided,  that  Moses  da  Costa  Line — ^® 
should  not  be  compelled  to  pay  any  claims  in  respc^  ^^ 
of  any  speculations  in  the  funds,  or  any  other  species  ^^  of 
gambling  prohibited  by  statute. 

The  three  bills  of  exchange  were  duly  paid  by  Mou  — y 
da  Costa  Lindo. 

In  Jamiaty  lSS7f  upon  the  death  o{  David  Lind(^'s 
mother,  a  sum  of  ISSS/.  6s.  Sd,  3  per  cent,  consols  SsJI 
in  to  the  estate  of  David  Lindo,  and  which  his  admirti* 
strator  became  entitled  to  receive. 

This  bill  was  filed  for  the  administration  of  the  estate 
of  Moses  Lindo  who  had  died,  and  itVaised  the  question 
whether,  under  the  general  terms  of  the  release  of 
1820,  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo  was  entitled  to  retain  this 
1333/.  6s.  Sd.  stock  for  his  own  benefit,  or  held  it  in 
trust  for  the  next  of  kin  of  David  Lindo;  and  all  parties^ 
waiving  the  objection  of  form,  concurred  in  having  tbe 
question  now  decided. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  and  Mr.  L.  Lowndes,  for  the  Plaintiff) 
contended,  that  the  sum  of  1333/.  6s.  8^.  consols  be- 
longed to  the  next  of  kin  of  David  Lindo,  and  now 
formed  part  of  the  estate  of  Moses  Lindo;  that  althougk 
the  release  itself  was  general  and  unlimited  in  its  temns, 

yet 


4 


t 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


501 


yet  its  generality  must  be  restrained  by  the  recitals  and 
the  context,  so  as  to  effectuate  the  manifest  intention  of 
the  parties ;  Ramsden  v.  Hylton  (a) ;  and  that  its  oper- 
ation must  be  limited  to  that  portion  of  David  Ldndxfs 
estate  which  was  recited  to  be  all  his  assets.  That  the 
condition  of  the  release  was,  that  Moses  da  Costa  Undo 
and  Abraham  Lindo  should  each  contribute  a  certain 
sum  towards  the  payment  of  these  disputed  bills,  and 
that  the  consideration  would  altogether  fail,  if  Moses 
da  Costa  Ldndo  were  allowed  to  repay  himself  out  of 
the  assets  of  the  intestate ;  this  would  be  a  fraud  upon 
Moses  Ldndo  and  Abraham  Lindo,  who  had  contributed 
their  portions  on  the  faith  of  Moses  da  Costa  Undo, 
personally,  making  a  similar  sacrifice.  They  also  cited 
Brcnm  v.  Meredith,  {b) 

Mr.  Kindersley,  Mr.  W.  C.  L.  Keene  and  Mr.  F.  Gold- 
smidj  for  Defendants  in  the  same  interest,  contended, 
that  it  clearly  appeared  to  have  been  the  intention  of 
Moses  Lindo  not  to  relinquish  the  whole  of  the  surplus 
of  David's  estate  to  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo,  but  the  par- 
ticular portion  only ;  and  that  he  contributed  the  sum 
of  533/.  as  an  act  of  gratuitous  liberality,  and  not  for 
a  compromise  of  his  rights  as  sole  next  of  kin  of  the 
intestate. 

Mr.  6.  Richards  and  Mr.  Heathfield,  contrd,  con- 
tended, that  by  the  operation  of  the  deed  of  the  17th 
of  March  1820,  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo  became  entided, 
beneficially,  to  all  the  estate  whatever  of  David;  or  at 
least  that  he  was  entitled  to  recoup  himself  the  monies 
paid  by  him  in  discharge  of  the  bills;  that  it  was  true 
that  a  party  could  not  recover  back  monies  lent  for  the 
purpose  of  settling  losses  on  illegal  stock-jobbing  trans- 
actions;   Cannan  v.  Bryce(c)\    but   then  it  must  be 

shewn, 

(a)  2  Vet,  sen.  309.  (*)  2  Keen^  527. 

(c)  3  Bam,  i  Aid,  119. 
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1839.       shewn,  that  the  lender  was  aware  that  the  money  lent 
was  to  be  so  applied ;  that  in  this  case  it  did  not  appear 
that  Daniel  Mocatta  had  any  knowledge  that  the  money 
was  to  be  applied  in  paying  stock  differences ;  and  in  such 
case,  the  bills  would  be  valid,  and  their  amount  would  be^ 
recoverable  against  the  estate  of  the  intestate ;  that  tb^ 
deed  recited,  expressly,  an  agreement  that  Motes 
should  ^^  relinquish  all  claims  to  any  residue  or  surplu 
of  the  estate  and  effects  of  David  LindOf"  and  that  h 
expressly  remised  and  released  to  Moses  da  Costa  Ld\ 
*'  all  his  right  and  interest,  property,  benefit,  claim 
demand  of,  in  or  to  the  personal  estate  and  effects 
David    Itindjo^^  which   clearly  included  the   sum 
question ;  that  in  consideration  of  this  Moses  da 
Lindo  covenanted  to  pay,  not  only  the  three  bills 
exchange,  but  ^^  all  other  the  just  and  lawful  debt& 
David  Lindoj   and  his  funeral  and  testamentary 
penses ;"  and  this  also  evidently  shewed,  that  Moses- 
Costa  Lindo  was  to  receive  any  assets  which  might 
in,  and  was  to  take  upon  himself  the  payment  of  any  ot 
debts  which  might  appear  to  be  due  from  the  esta. 
that  by  the  deed,  all  parties  agreed  "  to  waive  all  qu 
tions  respecting  the  validity  of  such  bills  of  exchan 
and  the  consideration  thereof;''  and  that,  therefore^ 
parties  were  now  precluded  from  raising  any  quest 
as  to  their  validity.     They  also  relied  on  the 
signed  by  Moses  Lindo  in  the  books  of  Lindo  and 

Mr.  PembertoTif  in  reply. 

TAe  Master  of  t/ie  Rolls.     The  question  in  ^^^^^ 
case  depends  on  the  construction  which  ought  to  "^ 

given  to  the  deed  of  the  17th  of  March  1820. 
deed  was  executed  under  the  following  circumstan 
—  It  appears  that  David  Lindo  was  a  son  of 
LindOf  the  testator  in  the  cause:  he  was  engaged 
partnership  with  his  brother  Abraham  Lindo  and  with 

Defend  s^^^ 
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^ndant  Moses  da  Costa  Undo,  and  he  died  intestate 
Migust  1819.  Letters  of  administration  of  his  estate 
i  granted  to  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo,  on  the  renun- 
3n  of  Moses  Lindo,  his  father  and  sole  next  of  kin. 
he  time  of  his  death  he  was  indebted,  or  sup- 
i  to  be  indebted,  to  Daniel  Mocatta  in  the  sum  of 
L  10&,  and  for  the  payment  of  that  debt  Moses  da 
'  Lindo  was,  or  was  intended  to  be,  surety.  Moses 
Tsta  Lindo  possessed  what  was  supposed  to  be  the 
&  of  the  personal  estate  of  David  Lindo  ;  and  it  ap- 
id  that  after  paying  all  other  claims  on  the  estate  of 
d Lindo,  a  balance  or  sum  of  458/.  75.  Sd.  as  was  stated 
e  time,  or  533/.  75.  Sd,  as  was  stated  at  another  time, 
d  have  remained  in  the  hands  of  Moses  da  Costa 
b,  as  administrator  and  surety,  or  supposed  surety 
was  really  a  valid  and  subsisting  debt  which  was  due 
aniel  Mocatta^  the  balance  remaining  in  the  hands  of 
idministrator  would  have  been  insufficient  to  pay  it ; 
I  the  other  hand,  it  was  not  a  legal  debt  and  could 
)e  enforced,  in  that  case  the  balance  of  458/.  75.  8^. 
33/.  75.  Sd.  belonged  to  the  testator  in  the  cause  as 
Bther  and  sole  next  of  kin  of  his  son  David  Lindo. 
ccount  appears  to  have  been  rendered  by  Moses  da 
t  Lindo  to  Moses  Lindo,  in  which  account  the  amount 
at  debt  of  1687/.  105.  was  brought  in,  as  a  sum  with 
li  the  estate  of  David  Lindo  ought  to  be  charged ; 
n  consequence  of  that  sum  being  brought  into  the 
mt,  the  estate  of  David  Lindo  appeared  to  be  defi- 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts  to  an  amount  exceeding 
/.  This  account  being  rendered  to  Moses  Lindo,  he 
ted  to  that  item  in  it  which  consisted  of  this  debt  of 
/.  105.,  and  insisted  that  this  was  not  a  legal  claim, 
ise  it  was  stated  to  have  arisen  out^  of  illegal  stock 
actions.  The  circumstances  under  which  the  deed 
executed  are  now  approaching.  It  is  alleged,  on 
art  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  case,  that  Moses  Lindo 
sly  objected  to  this  debt,  and  said,  **  It  is  illegal, 
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18S9.       and  the  estate  of  David  ought  not  to  be  charged  with  it 
at  all,  and  I,  as  his  next  of  kin,  am  entitled  to  be  totally 
exempted  from  it :  nevertheless,  as  his  father,  I  am  io- 
terested  in  his  reputation  although  he  is  dead,  and  joo^ 
his  administrator  and  surety  or  supposed  surety,  aod 
moreover  your  partner  Abraham  my  son  and  Datnis 
brother,  are  all  interested  in  the  reputation  of  David; 
and  although  I  do  not  allow  that  the  balance  should  be 
applied  in  the  payment  of  this  debt  which  cannot  be 
recovered,  yet,  for  the  sake  of  preserving  the  honoar  of 
David,  1   will  contribute  toward  the  payment,  if  yoa 
will  take  the  payment  of  it  on  yourselves."     This  is  the 
allegation  of  the  Plaintiffs;    and  it  appears  from  the 
books  and  accounts,  that  though  the  alleged  sum  of 
1687^  10&  had  been  brought  into  the  accounts  of  the 
estate  of  David  Lindo,  yet  a  subsequent  account  was 
made  out  in  which  it  was  altogether  omitted,  and  by 
which  it  appeared,  therefore,  that  the  estate  of  Dovi' 
LindOi  instead  of  being  deficient,  left  a  surplus  balance 
of  458/.  75.  8^.,  which   was  afterwards   increased  to  1 

5S3/.  75.  8d. ;  and  it  appears  by  the  partnership  booksoi 
David  Lindo  and  Moses  da  Costa  Linda,  that  the  who^ 
amount  of  these  bills  was  brought  into  the  account^  ^ 
the  partnership,  as  losses  to  which  the  partnership    ^^ 
liable  by  the  transaction.     It  further  appears,  from     ^ 
books  in  which  a  balance  of  458/.  75.  Sd.  appeareC^  ^ 
favour  of  Moses  Lindo,  that  that  sum  was  carried  U>     ^ 
credit  of  the  account  of  Moses  Linda,  and  was  aflerw^^^ 
carried  to  his  debit,  as  given  to  the  partners  for  the  p^^ 

pose  of  paying  the  debt  of  1687/.  105.     Cotempoi *^ 

with  this  transaction  there  is  an  entry  in  the  books  wh^^ 


shews  that  there  was  such  an  arrangement  as  I  have  ^ 
ferred  to ;  it  is  dated  the  6th  of  March  1820 ;  it  is  stai-  *" 
that  it  had  been  disapproved  of  by  Moses  da  O^^^ 

Lindo,  but  it  remained  uncancelled,  unobliterated  ^^^ 

• 

in  no  way  impeached  in  the  books  of  the  partnership    ^ 

which  Moses  da  Costa  Linda  was  a  partner,  from  tbe 

year 
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ar  1820  up  to  the  present  time.  This  entry  had  been 
ade  on  the  6th  of  March^  and  on  the  17th  the  deed 
»w  in  question  was  executed.  By  that  deed  it  is  re- 
ted,  that  all  the  outstanding  funds,  property  and 
fects  of  David  Lindo  had  been  collected,  received  and 
averted  into  money[(his  Lordship  read  the  recital) ; 
d  it  is  again  repeated,  that  the  assets  in  the  hands  of 
'oses  da  Costa  Lindo^  which  ^'  were  all  the  assets,'* 
*xe  more  than  suflBcient  to  pay  by  53S/.  75.  8(/. 


1839. 


The  first  witnessing  part  of  the  deed  says,  that  these 
ities  had  agreed  to  raise  a  fund  for  the  payment  and ' 
icharge  of  all  the  debts,  &c.    Now  all  the  funeral  and 
(tamentary  expenses  and  all  the  debts,  except  the  debt 

question,  had  been  paid  before  or  there  were  the 
ians  of  paying  them,  and,  therefore,  this  really  means 

more  than  that  they  were  to  raise  a  fund  for  the  pay- 
>nt  of  that  debt.  [His  Lordship  read  the  witnessing 
rt  of  the  deed.] 


This  deed  recites  the  circumstances,  with  sufficient 
(tinctness,  under  which  these  transactions  took  place, 
d  contains  a  general  release  of  all  the  assets;  and 
386  bills  have  been  paid,  according  to  the  arrangement. 
»me  time  afterward  great  additional  assets  were  re- 
ved,  namely,  1333/.  65.  Bd.  which  is  the  sum  in  ques- 
n  in  this  cause.  Now  it  is  that  the  question  arises 
tween  these  parties,  it  being  alleged  by  the  Plaintiffs, 
It  the  deed  is  to  operate  only  to  the  intent,  and  with 
^rd  to  the  circumstances  as  existing  at  the  time  of 
iking  the  deed ;  and  it  being  alleged  by  the  Defend- 
ts,  that  it  is  to  operate  with  a  different  intent,  and  to 

extent  which  was  not  and  could  not  be  in  the  con- 
nplation  of  the  parties  at  the  time.  What  is  alleged 
.  the  part  of  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo  is,  that  whatever 
ight  be  the  amount  of  the  assets  received  subsequently 

the  execution  of  this  deed,  the  whole  by  the  oper- 
ation 
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atioD  of  this  deed  belonged  to  him  for  his  own  absolute 
use  and  benefit ;  that  the  deed  made  them  his ;  and  that 
he  has  a  right  to  any  thing  which  might  have  accrued  to 
the  estate  of  David  Lindoj  after  the  execution  of  the 
deed.  In  order  to  maintain  that  proposition,  he  must 
maintain  that  these  general  words  in  the  deed  cannot 
be  restrained  by  the  consideration  of  any  circumstance^ 
or  any  intention  which  prevailed  at  the  time  the  deed 
was  executed  —  he  must  necessarily  say^  that  the  ge- 
neral words  are  such,  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  them,  although  it  may  appear  from  the  nature  of  the 
transaction  and  the  recitals  in  the  deed,  that  nosudi 
effect  was  ever  contemplated  by  any  of  the  parties  at  the 
time.  Now  I  apprehend  that  such  is  not  the  rule  of  this 
Court,  nor  the  effect  of  the  case  cited.  It  has  been  con- 
sidered that  the  general  words  of  a  release  are  to  be  re- 
strained by  the  contract  and  intention  of  the  parties, 
that  contract  and  intention  appearing  by  the  deed  itself 
or  from  any  other  proper  evidence  that  may  be  adduced 
upon  the  occasion.  Moses  da  Costa  Lindo  says,  I  am  the 
legal  personal  representative  :  in  the  character  of  legal 
personal  representative  I  am  receiving  assets,  those 
assets  I  desire  to  apply  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  of  the 
intestate  which  I  myself  have  paid.  Now  that,  no 
doubt,  independently  of  any  deed,  constitutes  a  very 
strong  ground  of  claim;  we  must,  however,  look 
carefully  to  the  circumstances.  Moses  da  Costa  liniO} 
the  legal  personal  representative,  was  dealing  ^^ 
the  sole  next  of  kin,  who  was  entitled  to  the  surplus; 
he  enters  into  a  contract  with  him;  the  sole  next 
of  kin  says,  "  I  am  not  liable  to  pay  at  all."  The 
Court  has  no  occasion  to  enter  into  the  question) 
whether  there  was  a  legal  demand  or  not,  it  is  su£Scient 
to  say,  that  the  parties  themselves  considered  it  to  be  a 
matter  of  doubt  whether  that  was  a  legal  claim  op^'^ 
the  estate  or  not,  and  so  they  have  stated  it  in  the 
deed;  considering  it  to  be  a  matter  of  doubt,  they  agreed 
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noDgst  themselves,  that  it  should  be  satisfied  in  a 
irticular  mode,  which  was  by  applying  the  assets 
bich  existed  at  that  time,  together  with  other  sums  of 
oney  to  be  contributed  by  Abraham  Undo  and  Mo$e$ 
I  Costa  Linda;  they  agreed  to  raise  a  fund  for  the 
irpose,  they  did  raise  it,  and  that  fund  is  applied.  In 
insequence  of  this  agreement  the  item  is  struck  out  of 
e  account ;  can  it  be  said  that  this  item  was  under 
ly  circumstances  afterwards  to  be  brought  into  the 
count  again  ?  The  claim  is  not  so  made,  because 
Toses  da  Costa  Lindo  now  desires  to  have  the  whole 
'  the  assets ;  but  I  do  not  think  he  can  maintain  his 
um  in  this  way.  I  have  to  consider  what  is  the 
(ect  of  this  deed,  and  I  am  of  opinion,  that  upon  this 
ied,  the  assets  which  were  intended  to  be  released, 
sre  those  assets,  which  the  parties  had  regard  to  at  the 
ne  when  the  deed  was  executed,  that  is  to  say,  the 
iin  which  was  supposed  to  be  sufficient  to  pay  all 
e  other  debts,  viz.  this  sum  of  533/.  75.  8cf.,  which 

^at  time  Moses  Lindo  agreed  to  contribute.  It  is 
id,  and  I  think  it  is  said  with  a  great  deal  of  pro- 
ibility,  that  if  the  assets  at  this  time  had  been  suf- 
uent  for  the  payment  of  this  sum,  Moses  Lindo  might 
ive  said,  *^I  will  not  take  anything  from  my  son's 
tate  till  his  whole  debts  are  paid."     That  is  not  what 

stated  here  —  there  is  not  a  word  in  the  deed,  nor  is 
ere  anything  in  the  generality  of  the  words  which 
duces  me  to  think,  that  he  intended  to  release  any 
her  than  those  particular  assets.  There  are  some 
ords  which  appear  to  imply  something  more,  and 
lose  words  I  think  are  capable  of  being  explained  in 
lis  way :  —  the  debts  were  supposed  to  be  ascertained, 
at  it  was  very  possible  that  other  claims  might  have 
sen  made.  Now  if  other  claims  had  been  made 
jrainst  the  assets,  what  would  have  been  the  defence  of 
foses  da  Costa  Lindo  ?  *^  I  have  paid  the  balance  to 
tosn  lindo!^    This  would  not  have  been  a  defence  to 

the 


1839. 
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the  claim  of  a  creditor — he  could  not  have  defended  hinh 
self  against  a  creditor  on  the  ground  that  he  duly  appli 
the  assets,  by  saying  he  had  paid  them  to  the  next  of 
He  might  have  had  a  right  against  Moses  Lindo  to 
that  sum  back  again,  and  there  are  many  words  in 
deed   which  might  have  created  some   question, 
which  I  think  are  applicable  to  that  state  of  things. 

The  nature  of  the  transaction  was  this :  the  surp! 
was  to  be  paid  to  Moses  LtndOf  and  he  was  to  contrib 
that  amount  towards  payment  of  the  debt  which 
thought  illegal ;  in  this  arrangement  all  the  other 
concurred ;  and  on  the  whole,  I  diink  that  the  effect: 
the  deed  was  to  release  those  assets  only  which  w 
specified  in  the  deed. 


The  counsel  for  the  Defendant  being  asked  by 
Court  whether  they  wished  for  an  enquiry,  declined  p 
posing  any. 


1858. 
Dec.  21,  SS. 


In  the  Matter  of  the  HE  ANOR  Friendly  Society. 


An  officer  of 
a  friendly 
society,  en« 
trusted  with 
monies  of 
the  society 
jointly  with 
another  per- 
son, who  is  a 
member  but 
not  an  officer 


^T^HIS  was  a  petition  presented  by  Matthew  Wood 
and  Benjamin  Jackson^  as  trustees  of  a  friendly 
society,  which  was  established,  at  Heatior  in  Derbyshire^ 
before  the  passing  of  the  act  33  G.  3.  $.  54.,  and  which, 
not  having  conformed  to  the  provisions  of  subsequent 
acts  of  parliament,  was  still  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 

the 

of  the  society,  is  not  within  the  summary  remedy  provided  by  the  eighth  seeUon 
the  act  33  G,  3.  c.  54. 

The  stewards  of  a  friendly  society  who  were,  in  fact,  but  not  in  name,  trustf 
of  the  society,  allowed  to  petition  under  that  act  by  the  description  of  trustees. 
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that  act  (a).    The  petition  was  presented  under  the  8th       18S8. 
section  of  the  SS  G.  3.  c.  54.  (i),  for  the  purpose  of  making  ,  TjPC^JjL 
the  respondent,  Thomas  Heathy  who  was  alleged  to  have  of 

been  the  treasurer  of  the  society,  account  for  certain      Friendly^* 
sums  of  money,  with  which,  it  was  said,  he  had  been      Society, 
entrusted. 


(a)  See    the  acts   55  G.  3. 

e.ll\,y49G.3,  c.  125.,  10  G.  4. 
c.  66.y  S  W.  4.  e.  ST.,  and  4  & 
S  W.A.  C.40.  1.14. 

(3)  The  eighth  section  of  the 
3S  G.Z.  c. 54.  is  in  the  follow- 
ing  'Words :  — **  Provided  always, 
and    be  it  further  enacted  by  the 
aocbority   aforesaid,    that    the 
tnea^urer  or  treasurers,  trustee 
or    trustees  for  the  time  being, 
cUl  other  officers  of  any  such 
r,  who  shall  have  or  re- 
any  part  of  the  monies, 
a  or  funds  of  such  society, 
^^    »liali,  in  any  manner,  have 


or  shall  be,  entrusted  with 

*"®  diapodtioo,  management,  or 

^^•^ody  thereof,  or  of  any  secu- 

^'^**^*    relating  to  the  same,  his, 

ind  their  executors,  admi- 

irs,  and  assigns  respec- 

**^^3^»  shall,  upon  demand  made, 

'**    l>uiraitance  of  any  order  by 

•Ucb   society  or  committee  to  be 

^*J**^*«ited  as  aforesaid  lor  that 

r**r|>osc,  give  in  his  or  their  ac- 

^^***   or  accounts,  at  a  general 

'^•'^^ing  of  any  such  society,  or 

J?*^ch  committee  thereof  as 

jj*""^*^id,  to  be  examined  and 

^•^^ci  or  disallowed,  and  shall, 

^    "^fe©  like  demand,  pay  over 

__  _/**  monies  remammg  in  bis 

hands,  and  assign  and 

or  deliver  all  securities, 


The 

effects,  or  funds  taken  or  stand- 
ing in  his  or  their  name  or 
names  as  aforesaid,  or  being  in 
his  or  their  hands  or  custody,  to 
the  treasurer  or  treasurers,  or 
trustee  or  trustees  for  the  time 
being,  or  to  such  person  or  per- 
sons as  such  society  shall  ap- 
point; and  in  case  of  any  neglect 
or  refusal  to  deliver  such  ac- 
count or  to  pay  over  such  mo- 
nies, or  to  assign,  transfer,  or 
deliver  such  securities  or  funds 
in  manner  aforesaid,  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  to  and  for  every 
such  society,  in  the  name  of  the 
treasurer  or  treasurers,  trustee  or 
trustees  thereof,  as  the  case  may 
be,  to  exhibit  a  petition  in  the 
High  Court  of  Chancery,  or  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  in  England^ 
or  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scot^ 
land,  or  the  Courts  of  Great  Ses- 
sions in  Walet  respectively,  who 
shall  and  may  proceed  there- 
upon in  a  summary  way,  and 
make  such  order  therein  upon 
hearing  all  parties  concerned  as 
to  such  Court,  in  their  discretion, 
shall  seem  just ;  and  all  assign- 
ments and  transfers  made  in 
pursuance  of  such  order  shall 
be  good  and  efiectual  in  law  to 
all  intents  and  purposes  what- 
soever ' 
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1888.  The  society  had  no  such  officers  as  trustees,  fioffai* 

In  the^Miitt     ^^^'^*     The  petitioners  were  called  stewards,  and  tloe 
of  petition,  as  presented,  purported  to  be  the  petition     ^^ 

Fiiendiy^'^    the  petitioners  as  stewards,  alleging  that  the  stewards    o^ 
Society.       the  society  were,  in  fact,  the  trustees;  the  Master    ^>t 
the  Rolls,  however,  considered  that  he  could  not  eat^s*— 
tain  the  petition  unless  it  purported  to  be  the  petitii 
of  the  trustees.     His  Lordship  having  given  leave 
amend,  the  designation  of  trustees  was  substituted  i 
that  of  stewards,  and,  being  satisfied  by  the  affidavit 
that  the  stewards  were  in  fact,  although  not  in 
the  trustees,  his  Lordship  allowed  the  petition  to  pi 
ceeG* 

The  society  held  all  its  meetings  at  a  public-house, 
which  the  respondent.  Heathy  was  for  some  time 
landlord.     It  was  one  of  the  society's  printed  rules  tim  WLt 
the  landlord  for  the  time  being  should  be  an  hoDonusry 
member,  and  should  be  entrusted,  to  a  certain  exter^t, 
with  the  society's  property.   Heathy  in  tliis  respect,  scL^kI 
as  his  predecessors  had  done;  but  in  addition  to  kais 
duty  as  prescribed  by  the  society's  rules,  it  happened 
that  a  sum  of  100/.,  belonging  to  the  society  and  not 
required  for  their  immediate  wants,  was,  by  their  d* 
rection,  deposited  in  a  banking  house  at  Derbtf^  in  ^^ 
joint  names  of  Heath  and  a  member  of  the  soci^^I) 
named    Thomas    Whiteman^  and   to   them    jointly    ^"^ 
bankers  gave  an  accountable  receipt  for  the  amot^*^ 
Twenty  pounds,  part  of  this  sum  of  100/.,  were  iift^^ 
wards  duly  drawn  out  for  the  purposes  of  the  soci^^ 
but  it  was  now  alleged  that  the  remaining  80/«  had  \y^^ 
misapplied  by  Heathy  or  with  his  concurrence,  and    ^ 
present  petition  was  presented  for  the  purpose  of  o^ 
ging  him  to  make  it  good.     Whiteman^  however,  cO^' 
not  be  joined  with  him  as  a  respondent  to  the  petiti^ 
inasmuch  as  he  was  not  an  officer  of  the  society,  ^ 

therc^ 
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fore  not  within  the  terms  of  the  act  of  parliament        18S8. 
hich  the  summary  remedy  was  given.  iT^^^i 

of 
question  was   raised    upon   the   evidence,   as   to   TheHEANoa 

her  Heath  could  be  considered  as  the  treasurer  or  Society, 
fficer  of  the  society ;  but  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
3f  opinion  that  he  must  be  considered,  at  all  events, 
Seer,  if  not  the  treasurer  of  the  society.  There  was 
iderable  conflict  of  testimony  upon  the  merits  of 
:ase ;  Heath  alleging  that  the  80/.  in  question  had 
applied  under  the  authority  and  for  the  purposes 
e  society,  and  the  petitioners  denying  that  any  such 
ority  had  been  given,  or  that  any  such  application 
taken  place,  and  stating,  that  having  discovered 
a  particular  person  had,  by  some  unlawful  means, 
ved  24/.,  part  of  the  80/.,  the  society  had  obliged 
person  to  give  his  promissory  note  for  the  amount, 
le  only  security  which  could  be  obtained,  but  a 
rity  which  was  said  to  be  in  fact  worthless. 

T.  Craigy  for  the  petitioners,  cited  Ex  parte  Ash- 
r),  and  Ex  parte  Ross,  {b) 

X.  Pemberton^  for  the  respondent. 

he  Master  of  the  Rolls,  at  the  conclusion  of  the 

ment,   said  he   considered   that  Heath  had   been, 

ig  the  time  in  question,  an  officer  of  the  society,  and 

he  had  been  a  person  entrusted  with  monies  of 

society ;  that  such  monies  had  been  misapplied  by 

or  through  his  instrumentality;   and   that  if  the 

were  clearly  within  the  terms  by  which  the  sum- 

|r  jurisdiction  was  given.  Heath  ought  to  be  ordered 

lake  good  the  whole  amount,  after  deducting  the 

,  as  to   which  the   society  had,  in   his  Lordship's 

ion,  discharged  him  by  taking  the  promissory  note 

before 

(o)  6  Vet,  440.  {b)  6  Vet,  802. 
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1838.        before  mentioned;  his  Lordship  however  said,  he  hai 

,  ""^T^^     considerable  doubt  whether  any  order  could  be  m 
In  the  Matter  ... 

of  inasmuch  as  in  the  present  instance  Heath  had  been 

F  .    ji^***   trusted  jointly  with  another  person,  who  was  not  befo; 

Society.       the  Court  upon  the  present  occasion,  and  could  not 
brought  before   it,  in   consequence   of  his   not   bei 
amenable  to  the  summary  jurisdiction  given  by  the  act 
parliament     His  Lordship  said  he  would  consider  t 
case. 


On  a  subsequent  day,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
that,  upon  further  consideration,  he  was  satisfied  tJr — ^af 
the  difficulty  to  which  he  had  before  alluded  was  irs^^^u- 
perable,  and  that  no  order  could  be  made. 


Mr.  Pemberton  some    time    afterwards   applied  for 

HeatKs  costs,   but  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  refi 
them. 


BETWEEN  

ju^u      GEORGE  BROOKS  -  -  Plainti^^^; 

AND 

FRANCIS  STUART  -  -  Defenda-^^^ 

The  bill  stated  riiHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  general  d« 

tiff,  with  the  murrer,  and  according   to   the  allegations  of  thi 

ofthe^LheT"'   '^''^»  ^"®  ^^^^  ^g^^  being  indebted  to  a  joint  s 
fendant,  a        bank,  he  and  the  Defendant,  Stuart^  as  his  surety,  on 

deed  released   ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^3/  18S6,  gave  the  bank  their  joint  and 

the  principal  several 

debtor,  and 

that  having  brought  an  action  at  law  against  the  surety,  it  had  been  held,  that  the 
surety  was  released.  The  bill  prayed  payment  by  the  surety  of  the  debt :  Held, 
on  demurrer,  that  the  principal  debtor  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit. 
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1  promissory  note  for  1  OOZ.|'payabIe  on  demand.  That        i  gs9. 

aintiff  ^^  by  due  indorsement  thereof  and  otherwise'' 

ecome  entitled  to  receive  the  value  thereof.  That 
indenture  of  the  15th  of  June  ISST^  ^gor  con- 
his  property  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his 

ors,  the  surplus,  if  any,  being  reserved  to  Agar. 

the  creditors  who  executed  the  deed  thereby  re- 
him  and  his  estate  from  their  respective  debts, 

U  actions,  &c.  on  account  thereof. 

e  bill  then  stated,  that  after  the  indenture  had 
executed  by  Agar^  application  was  made  on  behalf 
nself  and  his  creditors,  to  Edward  Watson^  the 
3[er  of  the  banking  company,  to  execute  the  in-* 
re  of  assignment,  to  release  Agar  from  the  debt 
rom  him  to  the  banking  company,  and  to  signify 
isent  of  the  company  to  accept  the  provision  made 
e  payment  of  his  debts  by  the  indenture ;  but  the 
ger  refused  to  execute  or  sign  the  same  till  he  had 
led  the  consent  of  the  Defendant,  S/z^r/,  that  he 
i  sign  it  without  prejudice  to  the  security  afore- 
or  to  the  liability  of  Stuart^  as  surety,  to  pay  to 
tanking  company  the  promissory  note  for  100/., 
tbstanding  the  manager  should,  by  signing  such 
ture,  release  Agar  from  all  claims  and  demands  on 
personally,  in  respect  of  the  debt  so  due  to  the 
ng  company,  or  on  the  promissory  note,  as  one  of 
nakers  thereof;  and  the  manager,  acting  on  this 
ution  and  intention,  on  the  30th  of  June  18S7| 
i  the  following  letter  to  the  Defendant  ^uart :  — 

• 

STou  are  doubtless  aware  that  Mr.  John  Agar^  of 
)lace,  the  party  whom  you  are  a  surety  for  to  the 
d  company,  has  lately  made  an  assignment  for  the 
fit  of  his  creditors ;  the  company  will  concur  in  the 
pment  for  the  balance  due  to  them,  if  you  consent 
OL.  I.  LI  that 
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18S9*       that  they  should  do  so;  you  will  please  to  signify  the 
same  in  writing,  and  then  we  shall  have  to  daim  from 
you  the  balance  less  the  dividend  received  from  .^gar't 
estate."     That  a  few  days  afterwardsi  and  on  or  about 
the  nth  of  July  1837,  the  Defendant,  Shtare^  called  at 
the  bank  and  conversed  widi  the  manager  on  the  sabject 
of  his  letter,  and  he  then  said,  alluding  to  jlgar^n  in- 
solvency and  assignment,  that  it  was  a  bad  job ;  and 
wished  the  manager  to  execute  the  assignment  and  re-  ^ 
ceive  the  dividend,  and  he  would  pay  the  difference;^ 
and  the  Defendant  then  expressly  authorised  the  ma---^ 
nager  to  execute  the  assignment  without  prejudice 
the  Defendant,  Stuart\  continuing  liability  to  pay  th^^^^i 
note  for  100/.  and  interest,  which  he,  Siuarif  then 
there  promised  to  pay,  notwithstanding  the  indenture 
which  had  been  executed  as  agreed  on,  but  he  did 
sign  any  writing ;  and  thereupon  the  manager  was  i 
structed  to  execute  the  indenture  of  assignment,  and 
having  full  authority  to  release  Agar  personally  fro 
the  payment  of  the  debt,  executed  the  same  indeotui.      n 
accordingly.    That  the  manager,  though  h^  was  advis^ai^ 
that  a  parol  promise  was  sufficient,  yet  that  it  was  beCL       ff 
to  have  it  in  writing,  and  being  desirous  to  have 
said  authority  and  consent  of  Stuart  confirmed  by  w: 
ing,  again  wrote  to  Stuart  for  his  written  concurreo 
to  prove  against  Agates  estate  and  to  execute  the  inde 
ture,  or  to  this  effect ;  and  in  reply  to  the  last-me 
tioned  letter,  he  received  a  written  promise  from  Stua^'^ 
to  pay  the  debt    due    on    the   promissory  notei  K'/ 
letter  written  by  Stuart^  dated  Hull^  29th  Jtdy  ISS  7i 
and  addressed  to  Edward  Watson  as  the  manager  of  tb^ 
bank,  without  adverting  to  his  promise  made  as  afbre" 
said,  but  he  promised  to  pay  the  100/.  in  a  few  weeksp 
and  the  letter  was  as  follows :  —  ^'  Sir,   I   shall  fifid 
much  obliged  if  you  can  allow  the  surety  to  remain  ft 

few 
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bw  weeks  longer,  and  I  will  pay  the  100/.  that  I  am 
MHind  for  John  Agarr 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  the  manager,  on  the  17th 
p(  August  1837,  applied  to  Stuart  for  the  100/.  he  was 
ure^  for  to  the  company,  and  that  a  few  days  after- 
rards  he  called,  and  was  told  that  Edward  Watson 
mA.  signed  the  indenture  of  assignment  executed  by 
f^ar  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors ;  and  Stuart  other-i 
Jse  knew  and  had  been  informed  and  believed  that 
xch  indenture  of  assignment  had  been  so  executed; 
3d  thereupon  Stuart  expressed  his  approbation  of  what 
Mjd  been  done,  and  on  the  morning  of  the  last-men- 
3ned  day,  again  promised  to  call  in  the  afternoon, 
fed  pay  50/.  in  part  of  the  said  debt  on  the  promissory 


1839. 


The  bill  then  stated,  *^  that  no  payment  having  been 
ttde  by  Stuart^  the  Plaintiff  caused  him  to  be  sued  at 
^iximon  law  for  the  sum  of  100/.  and  interest;  and  in 
e  pleadings  at  common  law,  the  Plaintiff  alleged  the 
'omise  to  have  been  made  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  De- 
Ei<3ant,  Sluarti  did  not  deny,  but  he  admitted  by  his 
fading,  that  he  authorised  the  execution  of  the  in- 
^ture  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid,  and  that  he 
^de  such  promise  as  aforesaid :  and  he  demurred  to 
'^  Plaintiff's  claim  at  common  law,  and  the  demurrer 
<te  allowed  from  the  insufficiency  of  the  promise  of 
^Uartj  and  the  manner  in  which  same  was  made,  to 
K^Bble  said  Plaintiff  to  maintain  his  said  action  against 
7^  Defendant  at  common  law.  And  the  Plaintiff,  for 
^«  reasons  aforesaid,  is  remediless  at  common  law,  and 
^  debt  on  said  promissory  note  still  remaining  wholly 
doe  and  unpaid,  the  Plaintiff  is  compelled  to  file  his 
Wi  in  this  honourable  Court  for  redress  in  the  pre- 


mises. 


n 


Ll  2 


The 
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The  bill  contained  no  allegation  of  fraud,  and  did  not 
contain  any  offer  to  account  for  the  dividends  reoeifed 
under  the  creditor's  deed.  It  prayed  an  aooount  of 
what  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff  by  virtue  of  the  promis- 
sory note,  and  for  payment 

To  this  bill  the  Defendant  demurred,  for  that  JU» 
Agar  was  not  made  a  party ;  and  secondly,  for  want  of 
equity. 

Mr.  James  EusseU,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

On  this  promissory  note  Agar  is  principal  and  Sl^ 
surety,  and  relief  is  sought  by  this  suit,  not  against  the 
principal,  but  against  the  surety.  If  the  Plaintiff  were 
to  succeed  against  the  Defendant  in  this  suit,  the  latteff 
as  surety,  would  be  entitled  to  be  indemnified  out  of  the 
funds  of  the  principal ;  Agar  is  therefore  a  necessatj 
party,  in  order  that  complete  justice  may  be  done  ai^^ 
that  the  rights  of  all  parties  maybe  settled  in  such  away  ^ 
to  prevent  future  litigation.  In  CocJcbume  v.  T^towpstrnf^)' 
Lord  Eldon  says,  "  The  strict  rule  is,  that  all  pcrsc^^ 
materially  interested  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  si^^^ 
however  numerous,  ought  to  be  parties,  that  there  nt^J 
be  a  complete  decree  between  all  parties  having  materS^ 
interests ; "  and  again  he  says  (&),  ^*  The  plaintiff  sni^^ 
upon  a  joint  and  several  bond  must  bring  forward  ^^ 
the  obligors,  principals  and  sureties.''  It  is  an  esC^^" 
blished  rule,  that  a  creditor  cannot  come  for  reLi^ 
against  the  surety  behind  the  back  of  the  princip^ 
debtor :    and  though  it  may  be  true  that  the  PlaiocJff 

a 

cannot  have  relief  in  this  suit  against  ^ar,  still  be    ^ 
a  necessary  party. 


{a)  16  Vet.  825. 


SecoD^lyt 
{fi)  Page  3S5. 
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Secondly,  with  respect  to  the  demurrer  for  want  of 
quity.  It  has  been  decided  that  the  Defendant  is  dis- 
bai^ged  at  common  law,  and  the  question  is,  whether 
ly  equitable  circumstances  *  are  stated  which  shew 
lat  the  Plaintiff  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  relief  in  this 
!oart«  If  this  were  a  case  of  fraud  it  might  be  so, 
at  no  fi*aud  is  alleged  by  the  bill.  The  parties  entered 
ito  a  legal  liability,  and  the  Plaintiff  having  resorted  to 

court  of  law,  it  has  been  decided  that  the  Defend- 
at  is  released ;  then  will  this  Court  introduce  a  new 
ability  after  the  question  has  been  settled  at  law  ?  He 
ted  Ex  parte  Glendinning.  {a) 


1839. 


Mr.  Pemberlon  and  Mr.  Wright^  in  support  of  the 
ill.  At  law  it  is  true  that  the  liability  of  the  surety 
oes  not  continue,  for  at  law  a  deed  cannot  be  affected 
f  any  instrument  which  is  not  under  seal;  Cocks  v. 
TaA.{fi)  It  was  on  that  ground  that  this  case  was 
ecnded  at  law,  but  this  is  not  the  doctrine  of  a  court 
r  equity.  If  the  principal  be  released  with  the  consent 
r  the  surety  there  is  no  fraud  on  the  surety,  for  the 
-editor  having  a  remedy  against  both,  may,  with  the 
>n8ent  of  one  party,  abandon  his  remedy  against  the 
:her.  Agar's  liability  has  ceased,  his  character  of 
rindpal  has  been  destroyed  by  the  dealing  between 
le  parties,  and  it  is  so  shewn  on  this  record ;  the  bill 
I  right  in  form  and  substance,  and  Agar  ought  not, 
aerefore,  to  be  made  a  party. 


They  cited  Nelsoris  Chancery  Reports^  105.,  Stanley  v. 
toci  (c),  Collins  v.  Griffith  (d),  Maddox  v.  Jackson  (e), 
iayooood  v.  Ovey  (g),  Lee  v.  Lockhart.  {h) 

Mr. 

(a)  Bttek.  517.  (<?)  5  Alk.  406. 

\b)  9  Bing.  541.  (g)  6  Mad,  1 15. 

(c)  Moteley,3S3.  (h)  5  Mtfl.  ^  Cr.  502. 
(rf)  a  P.  Wm.Zl3, 

LIS 
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Mr.  Russellj  in  reply.    The  remedy  agunst  the  sureC ^j 

was  not  reserved  by  the  deed,  and  if  so,  then  by 
leasing  the  principal  debtor,  die  creditor  has  preclude 

himself  from  proceeding  against  the  surety;  Ex  pai U 

Glen(ii?mifig,  {a)  As  between  Plaintiff  and  Agar  there 
a  release,  and  the  Plaintiff  cannot  aver  that  it  was 
release  reserving  his  right  against  Stuart.  Ldvwvm 
Wright,  (h) 


15 

a 

V. 


■ 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.     This  is  a  demurrer, 
want  of  equity  and  also  for  want  of  parties,  to  a  hi 
which  prays  [his  Lordship  read  the  prayer].    Itappea:^:^ 
that  Stuart  and  Agar  were  jointly  and  severally  liab 
on  this  promissory  note.     In  June  ISSTf  -^gar  seems 
have  been  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  and  by  a  d 
dated  15th  June  1837,  he  conveyed  all  his  property 
trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors ;  and  there 
a  provision,  that  in  case  there  should  remain  any  surpli 
of  the  said  monies  and  effects  after  payment  of  all 
and  distribution  as  therein  mentioned,then  the  same  shouW 
be  paid  to^^ar,his  executors,  administrators  and 
^^  and  the  creditors  did  absolutely  remise,  release,  &Ci:'«-' 
Agarj  his  executors,  &c.,  and  his  future  lands, 
&c.,  as  well  their  and  each  of  their  respective  debts, 
also  all  and  all  manner  of  action  and  actions,  suit 
suits,  &c.,  on  account  thereof."     In  this  state  of  things 
the  creditor  was  willing  and  desirous  to  go  in  under  the 
deed,  but  he  was  aware  he  could  not  do  this  without 
peril   to   his   rights   against  Stuart^  and  therefore  he 
applied  for  his  consent,  expressing  his  willingness  to 
execute  the  deed  if  Stuart  would  consent ;  after  some 
negotiation  an  interview  took  place,  when  Stuart  said 
*^  it  was  a  bad  job,  and  wished  him  (the  manager)  to 
execute  the  assignment,  receive  the  dividend,  and  be 

would 
(a)  Buck.  517.  (b)  I  Cor,  275. 
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would  pay  the  difference."     [His  Lordship  stated  the 
subsequent  transactions.]      Upon   this  an   action  was 
brought,  and  it  appears   that  by  the  mode  in  which 
tJiat  action  was   carried  on,  the  surety   was    held  to 
be  released,  and  it  is  said  that  he  is  released  in  equity. 
^jrhis  is  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  and  the  De- 
.^ndant  being  merely  surety,  the  creditor  could  not  deal 
'ich  the  principal  debtor  without  the  consent  of  the 
r€ty ;  but  how  is  it  here  ?  the  creditor  applies  to  the 
r«ty  for  his  consent,  and  he  says,  "  Do  you  receive  the 
cli^v^mdends,  and  I  will  pay  the  difference ;''  so  that  after 


18S9. 


ing  prevailed  on  the  creditor  to  do  this,  he  turns 
iid  and  says,  '^  Now  that  you  have  done  this  for  my 
venience,  I  am  exonerated  altogether.^'    All  this  is 
on  the  bill,  though  it  is  not  distinctly  alleged  as 
^ter  of  fraud ;  but  is  it  honest,  after  prevailing  on  the 
cilitor  to  sign  this  deed,  to  say,  I  am  now  exonerated? 
the  other  hand  the  Plaintiff's  claim  is  not  quite 
est,  for  the  Defendant  promises  to  pay  the  difference, 
the  demand  in  this  bill  is  for  the  whole  amount  of 
note.    I  have  looked  through  the  bill  for  an  explan- 
n  on  this  point,  but  do  not  find  any.    I  should  cer- 
ly  hesitate  much,  before  I  allowed  the  demurrer  for 
t  of  equity.     With  respect  to  the  other  point,  con- 
"^Hng  that  it  is  not  perfectly  clear  that  jlgar  may  not 
e  to  contribute  something  to  Stuarty  it  does  ap- 
r  to  me  that  Agctr  is  a  necessary  party.    I  must  allow 
demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  and  give  the  Plaintiff 
e  to  amend  by  adding  parties. 

Demurrer  allowed  for  want  of  parties. 


LI  4 
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K<n>.  6.  CODRINGTON  v.  JOHNSTONE. 

At  the  in-  ^pHE  Plaintiff,  Sir  Christopher  Bethel!  Codringtm, 
mmtet^eeo£  ^^^  entitled  to  a  very  old  mortgage  on  a   West 

a  West  India  India  estate  belonging  to  the  Defendant,  Sir  Frederick 

estate,  a  re-  _._  axii#»^  i  j 

ceifer  and  Johnstone.     On  the  6th  of  August  18S8,  an  order  was        \ 

manager  had  ^ade   by  which  it  was   referred  to  the   Master,   "to 

been  ap-  , 

pointed:  appoint  one  or  more  person  or  persons  in  the  Island  of 

Held,  that  Grenada^  to  manage  the  estate  comprised  in  the  mort-^ 

titled  to  the  gage  in  the  pleadings,  and  to  receive  the  rents,  profits 

crops'severed  ^"^  proceeds  diereof,  with  a  direction  to  remit  the 

and  shipped  to  a  proper  person  in  London^  to  be  approved  of  by 

signeeofthe  Master  for  that  purpose;"  with  the  usual  directions 


mortgagor        ^  passing  accounts  and  payment  of  the  balances  io^^to 
appointment,     Court :  and  it  was  ordered  that  Sir  Frederick  JohnsUp^^ne 

hS'bStr  *"^  ^^-  ^^^  should  deliver  up  possesion  of  the  plant=^ 

conversion        tion,  &c.  to  the  manager. 

I>rior  to  that 

time. 

The  Plaintiff  now  presented  a  petition  which  stat^si/ 
that   certain  proceeds   of  the  plantation   were    latelf 
in  the  course  of  consignment  to  Messrs.  EUice  avd 
Kinnear^  who  had  been  hitherto  the  consignees  of  the 
proceeds  thereof,  and  that  the  proceeds  so  constgnof 
were  now  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Messrs.  ElUce  and 
Kinnear  to  be  disposed  of  by  them ;    that  after  pay- 
ment of  the  charges  in  respect  thereof,  there  was  re- 
maining a  considerable  surplus  of  the  monies  to  arise 
from  the  sale  of  such   proceeds;    that  the  petitioner 
was  advised  that  such  surplus  ought  not  to  be  paid  to 
the  Defendants  Sir  Frederick  Johnstone  and  Mr.  Urt^ 
but  ought  to  be  paid  into  Court,  and  appropriated, 

together 
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together  with  the  clear  proceeds  of  the  future  coosign-        1838. 
xnents  from  the  said  plantation,  for  the  security  of  the    ^^^^^^''^ 

•^  "^  CODRINGTON 

petitioner,  as  mortgagee  thereof.  v. 

Johnstone. 

The  petition  prayed  that  Messrs.  Ellice  and  Kiti" 
near  might  be  ordered  to  pay  into  Court  ^*  the  clear 
surplus,  after  pajrment  of  the  charges  aforesaid,  of  the 
proceeds  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
plantation  consigned  to  them,  the  amount  to  be  verified 
by  affidavit ;  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  Sir  Fre^ 
derick  Johnstone  and  Mr.  Ure  from  receiving  the  money 
to  arise  from  the  sale  of  the  said  proceeds,  or  any  part 
thereof. 

From  the  affidavit  filed  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Ellice 
and  Kinnear  it  appeared,  that  they  had,  for  some  time 
past,  acted  as  consignees  of  the  produce  of  the  plant- 
ation, and  had  made  advances  for  the  stores  necessary 
for  the  estate,  which  had  been  shipped  from  this  country; 
and  that  they  had  taken  up  bills  for  the  island  supplies, 
and  had  from  time  to  time  made  advances  to  Sir  F. 
Johnstone.  That  such  several  advances  had  been  made 
on  the  faith  of  the  produce  of  the  plantation  being  re- 
mitted to  them,  and  that  such  produce  had  accordingly 
been  duly  remitted  to  them,  and  they  had  sold  and  dis- 
posed thereof,  and  had  credited  the  estate  with  the  pro- 
ceeds, and  debited  the  same  with  the  various  advances 
made  by  them.  That  on  the  1st  of  January  18S8,  a 
sum  of  5400Z.  was  due  to  them  in  respect  of  such  ad- 
vances after  giving  credit  for  the  proceeds  of  the  pro- 
duce, since  which  time  they  had  made  various  payments 
and  advances  amounting  to  1397/.,  part  of  which  had 
been  advanced  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  crop,  and 
without  which  the  crop  could  not  have  been  got  in  and 
remitted  to  this  country. 

That 
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CODRINOTON 

V. 
JOHMBTONE. 
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That  on  the  ?th  of  Jtme^  the  17th  of  July^  the  1st 
Augtist  and  the  7th  of  September  respectively,  they 
received  bills  of  lading  of  the  produce  shipped,  all 
which  were  written  and  sent  by  the  agent  before 
order  for  a  receiver  of  the  6th  of  August. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Wilbraham^  in  support  of  th 
petition,  contended,   that  though  a  mortgagee  out 
possession  was  not  entitled,  as  against  the  mortgagor, 
an  account  of  by-gone  rents,  yet,  that  immediately 
his  giving  notice  or  taking  possession,  he  was  entitl( 
to  receive  not  only  the  future  rents,  but  also  those  iz. 
arrear;   so  where   a  receiver  was  appointed  over  ar 
estate,  he  was  entitled  to  receive  all  the  unpaid  ren 
and  all  the  unconverted  produce;   that  in  this 
therefore,  the  receiver  was  entitled  to  so  much  of 
sugars,  &c.  as  had  not  been  converted  and  was  in  tra\ 
at  the  time  of  making  the  order  of  the  6th  of  August 
they  contended,  that  the  mere  remittance  of  the  prod 
to  an  agent  of  the  mortgagor  did  not  interfere  with  th' 
legal  right  of  the  mortgagee  to  receive  it. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Koe,  for  the  Defendants.     Th» 
crops  were  severed  prior  to  the  order  for  a  reoeivi 
and  have  been  received  by  the  agent  of  the  mortgagor/ 
which  is  Ihe  same  as  if  the  mortgagor  himself  had  receiv 
them.     Lord  Eldon  lays  it  down  distinctly,  <*that 
mortgagee  never  can  in  this  Court  make  the  moi 
account  for  rents  for  the  time  past."  Ex  parte  TVilsmu  (a)^- 
The  consignee,  therefore,  is  entitled  to  retain  the  pro- 
duce on  the  faith  of  which  he  has  made  advances. 


MuRichardSi  for  Messrs.  ElUceand  Kinnear^  contended, 
in  addition  to  the  above  argument,  that  as  they  were 
not  parties  to  the  suit,  the  Court  had  no  jurisdictioii  oo 

petition 

(a)  2  Vet.  ^  B.  S52. 
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tidon  to  take  from  them  the  produce  separated  from        1838. 
2  estate  prior  to  the  order  of  the  6th  of  August.  *^^"*^^^^^ 

'^  ^^  COD&INGTON 

V, 

'Jix.  Pemberion^  in  reply,     A  receiver  having  been   J**"**"****** 
^inted,  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  prevent  any 
rty  from   interfering  with  the   full  performance  of 

•  duties.     The  question  is,  whether  the  monies  to 
received  from  the  sale  of  the  produce  of  this  estate 

not  stand  in  the  same  situation  as  unreceived 
Mts.  If  a  receiver  had  been  appointed  of  an  estate 
^nglandf  he  would  have  undoubtedly  been  entitled 
demand  all  the  rents  then  unreceived.  The  estate 
s  the  estate  of  the  mortgagee,  and  the  moment  he 
^e  notice,  he  was  entitled  to  the  whole  rents  or  pro- 
mise. The  question  in  Ex  parte  Wilson  (a)  was,  whether 
-  mortgagor  had  received  the  rents  ^fi)r  the  mort" 
S~fe ;  here  there  is  no  such  question,  for  the  rent  is 
tihe  hands  of  a  third  party.  Suppose  rent  were  pay- 
«  in  kind,  and  were  stopped  in  its  passage  to  the 
'srtgagor,  would  not  the  mortgagee  after  notice,  or  the 
wver  in  the  cause,  be  entitled  to  claim  it  ?  Here  it  is 
^r  that  the  rent  or  produce  has  never  reached  the 
^ket  of  the  mortgagor,  but  is  stopped  by  an  adverse 
Km  for  a  lien,  as  to  which  the  right  of  the  mortgagee 
paramount 

'^The  Master  of  the  Rolls  [after  stating  the  order  of 

•  6th  of  August  for  a  manager  and  consignee  and  the 
ft^yer  of  the  petition]. 

iXhe  **  clear  surplus  "  which  is  asked  to  be  paid  into 
"lirt  is  the  clear  surplus  which  was  grown,  and  as  it 
^  aid,  severed,  previous  to  the  date  of  the  order,  for  a 
liager;  but  though  grown  and  severed  previous  to 
^  date  of  the  order,  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been 

converted 

(a)  2  Vet  4r  B.  S52. 
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.    1 838.        converted  before  that  time ;  but  the  bills  of  lading,  as  I 

^^^^^^^^"^     collect  from  the  affidavit,  had  been  siirned  previous  to 

V.  the  6th  of  August.  * 

Johnstone. 

The  question   is,   whether   under  an   order   for    a 
manager,  with  a  direction  for  him  to  receive  and  remit 
the  rents  and  produce,   that  produce    is    comprised 
which  had  already  been  severed  and  sent  away  to  the 
person   appointed   consignee    by  the  mortgagor,   but 
which  had  not,  at  the  time  of  making  the  order,  been 
received  by  the  consignee  or  mortgagor.     Nothing  is 
now  more  clear   than   that  a  mortgagee  is  not,    as 
against  the  mortgagor,  entitled  to  an  account  of  t^'^" 
A  receiver,]      gone  rents;  and  it  is  also  clear  that  a  receiver,  vAm^eS^ 
edbythe^*"     appointed  by  this  Court,  is  entitled  to  all  the  rer^^ 
Court,  is  en-     then  in  arrear,   and  the  present  case  is  said  to       ^ 
ceive  rents       lU^e  the  case  to  which  I  last  alluded,  and   Mu^m  ''^* 
then  in  arrear.  j^Uce  and   Kinnear  are  likened  to  the  tenants  of  ^*hc 

estate,  but   I  have  great  difficulty  in  perceiving  ^^^^ 
analogy.     Here  the  mortgagor  was  in  possession  '-^^"  * 
West  India  estate,  had   the  full  control  and 
ment  of  it,  and  was  dealing  with  it  as  his  own  ^ 

the  time  the  order  was  made ;  he  had  severed  the 
duce  and  sent  it  to  his  consignees  in  England^  subjtf— ^ 
to  their  claim  for  advances  made  for  the  purposes  of 
estate,  and  also  to  other  claims  which  he  had 
by  contract  with  them,  he  having  received  advances  ^^^ 
money  from  the  consignees,  on  the  understanding  th^^^ 
they  should  repay  themselves  out  of  the  consignmenU-^^^^^ 
It  is  clear  that  their  right  could  not  extend  furth< 
than  the  right  of  Sir  Frederick  Johnstone^  and  that  wl 
his  right  was  intercepted  by  the  mortgagee,  their  rigfc=^^^ 
became  intercepted  also ;  but  under  the  circumstano^^^ 
stated,  I  do  not  think  I  can  make  any  order  on  th.  ^^^ 
petition.  It  must  therefore  be  dismissed,*  and  with 
as  agdnst  Messrs.  EUice  and  Kinnear. 
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T 


DARKE  V.  MARTYN.  Juneir. 


HE  infant  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  residuary  A  testator 

estate  of  the  testator^  who  died  in  March  1823.  isss^'and^^ 

Shortly  after  the  testator's  death,  his  will  was  proved  by  Jonwtty  i824 

the  Defendant,  Mr.  Martyn^  and  the  testator's  widow,  i8S5  the  ex- 

who  had  been  appointed  "  executors  in  trust  to  direct  ®<^"^®"  ■?<! 

,  trustees  de- 

tbe  due  execution  thereof/'  posited  part 

of  the  assets 
in  the  hands 

The  executor  and  executrix  opened  an  account,  as  of  bankers, 

executors  of  the  testator,  with  Messrs.  Elford  and  Co.,  carrying  ii^ 

who  were  country  bankers,  and  in  the  months  of  Janti-  terest;  the 

bankcTR  failed 

my  1824  and  January  1825  respectively,  they  paid  into  in  November 

the  bank  two  sums  of  956/.  and  209/.,  part  of  the  tes-  1825,  and  no 

*^  necessity  hav- 

tator's  assets,  and   took  two  bankers    notes,  carrying  ingbeen 

interest,  for  the  amount.     These  suras  were  lent  distinct  depoSt^the 

from  other  monies  paid  in  by  them  to  the  bankers,  trustees  were 

and  did  not  form  part  of  the  general  account  current  J\\„  r^m>nh^ 


Messrs.  Elford  and  Co.  became  bankrupts  in  Noveni'^ 
ber  1825,  and  the  two  sums  of  956/.  and  209/.  became 
thereby  lost.  The  bill,  amongst  other  breaches  of 
trust,  sought  to  charge  Mr.  Martyn^  personally,  and  the 
estate  of  the  executrix  with  the  loss  of  these  two  sums. 

The  answer  did  not  suggest  any  reason  or  necessity 
for  depositing  these  sums  with  the  bankers  in  the  manner 
stated. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Straiton,  for  the  Plaintiff's, 
contended  that  the  executors  were  liable  to  make  good 

the 


ly  respon. 
sibie  for  the 
loss. 
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18S9.       the  loss  of  the  fund  which  had  been  improperly  invested 
on  personal  security. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Wright^  for  the  representative 
Defendant  Martyn. 

There  is  no  decision  which  goes  to  this  extent,  that 
executors  are  liable  for  monies  placed  for  a  time  for  safe 
custody  in  the  hands  of  a  banker :  hero  the  money  was 
deposited  for  the  purposes  of  the  trusts  of  the  will; 
there  was  no  permanent  investment  of  the  money  upon 
the  security  of  the  bankers,  but  the  notes  were  taken  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  the  money  remaining  unpro- 
ductive, and  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  beneficially 
entitled :  there  was  nothing  improvident  in  this  course ; 
it  is  the  usual  practice  with  country  bankers  and  their 
customers.  The  trustees  ought  not  to  be  visited  with 
the  consequence  of  this  loss,  which  was  involuntary ;  it 
not  being  shewn  that  there  was  any  wilful  default,  or 
that  the  trustees  acted  improvidently. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Kinglake^  for  the  represen- 
tatives of  Mrs.  Darke^  who  had  died  pending  the  suit. 

Mr.  Tinneyj  Mr.  Tennant  and  Mr.  Koe^  for  other 
parties. 

Mr.  Pembertotiy  in  reply. 

754^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

With  respect  to  these  sums  of  956/.  and  209/.,  I  have 
no  doubt :  if  the  executors  had  stated  in  their  answer 
that  it  was  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  will  to  have 
a  balance  in  hand,  and  that  they  had  kept  these  sums 
in  the  hands  of  the  bankers,  it  would  be  a  subject  of 

excuse; 
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excuse;  but  as  I  understand  the  facts,  they  are  quite  in- 
consistent with  such  a  statement;  for  the  debts  and  all  the 
pecuniary  legacies  seem  to  have  been  paid  very  shortly 
after  the  death  of  the  testator ;  956/.  was  given  to  the 
bankers  on  a  security  on  which  they  were  to  pay  in- 
terest, and  the  same  appears  to  have  been  done  as  to 
209/.  These  sums  were  improperly  lent  on  the  per- 
sonal security  of  the  bankers ;  the  trustees,  therefore,  be- 
came answerable.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  Mr.  Martyn 
should  have  given  way  to  what  he  thought  the  wish  and 
interest  of  the  family,  and  thus  have  rendered  himself 
responsible ;  but  acting  in  the  character  of  executor,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  his  estate  and  the  estate  of  Mrs.' 
Darke  are  liable  to  make  good  these  sums. 
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Note.  — See  Motfk  v.  Moyle^  2  Rutt*  ^  M.  710. 


1839. 


GARLAND  v.  LITTLEWOOD. 


June  19. 


^■^HIS  bill  was  filed  by  the  residuary  legatees  under  A  case  was 
a  will  against  the  executors :  the  bill  contained  piling  to  ^ 

specific  charges  against  the  Defendants  as  to  their  not  charge  ex- 
,  ,  ,  .  ,  «  ecutors  for 

possessmg  the  testators  estate,  and  it  prayed  tor  an  ac-  ^hat  they 

count  of  the  personal  estate  received  by  or  by  the  order  ™'?**'»  !i"l*.^^' 
&c.  of  the  executors,  or  which  they  might  have  received  default,  &c., 
without  wilful  neglect  or  default.     The  decree  directed  Jt^thelhSS' 
merely  an  account  of  what  had  been  received  by  or  by  the  common 
the  order  of  the  executors,  and  how  the  testator's  pro-  ^g,.g  jire^J 

perty  which  had  been  invested  had  been  applied  and  against  them: 

.  J     -  •  the  case 

disposed  of.  coming  on  for 

On  further  di- 
rections, on 
the  Masters  report :  Held,  that  the  executors  could  not  be  charged  as  for  their 
wilful  default,  &c.,  and  that  no  enquiry  could  then  be  directed  on  the  subject,  al- 
though the  Master's  report  laid  a  foundation  for  such  an  enquiry. 
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18S9»  On  the  Master's  report  it  appeared,  (as  was  oon- 

1  ^)!^^^^"^^     tended,)  that  the  executors  might,  but  for  tlieir  wilful 
V.  neglect  or  default,  have  possessed  themselves  of  the 

LiTTUEwooD.  testator's  stock  m  trade,  furniture,  &c.,  but  that  instead 
of  so  doing  they  had  suffered  it  to  remain  in  the  pos- 
session of  his  widow,  who  had  since  become  insolvenU 

The  cause  now  came  on,  on  further  directions,  when 

Mr.  Kinderdey  and  Mr.  Simons,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
contended,  that  although  the  decree  did  not  direct  an 
account  of  what  the  executors  might  have  received 
without  their  wilful  neglect,  &c.,  yet  as  it  appeared  on 
the  report  that  they  might  have  possessed  the  stock  in 
trade,  &c.,  the  Court  ought  to  charge  them  with  the 
value  thereof,  or,  at  all  events,  ought  to  refer  it  back  to 
the  Master  to  inquire  and  state  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  stock  in  trade  had  been  left  in  the  widow's 
possession,  with  a  view  to  the  executors  being  charged 
with  wilful  neglect. 

Mr.  Sidebottom  appeared  for  Defendants  in  the  same 
interest  as  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Pigotty  for  the  executors, 
cofitrd. 

Mr.  G.  Richards^  for  another  Defendant 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Plaintiffs  in  this  case  filed  their  bill  seeking  to 
charge  the  trustees  with  such  parts  of  the  testator's 
estate  as  they  might  have  received  but  for  their  wilful 
default,  and  the  prayer  of  the  bill  is  in  confbrmi^ 
therewith.     At  the  hearing  the   Plaintiffs  obtain  no 

declaration 


LiTTLEWOOD. 
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declaration  or  inquiry  as  to  the  wilful  default  of  the        18S9. 
Defendants,  the  trustees,  nor  is  there  any  reservation  of     ^^^^^ 
any  such  point ;  on  the  contrary,  the  Plaintiffs  took  only  v. 

the  common  decree  for  an  account,  and  the  parties  pre- 
pared and  adduced  their  evidence  accordingly  in  the 
Master's  office ;  I  think  nothing  could  be  more  unjust 
than,  whilst  the  parties  were  performing  their  duties 
under  this  decree,  another  case  should  be  allowed  to  be 
made  out  against  them :  they  would  probably  have  pro- 
ceeded differently  in  the  Master's  office  if  they  had  been 
aware  that  it  was  the  object  of  the  Plaintiffs  ultimately 
to  charge  them  for  their  wilful  default;  I  cannot  there- 
fore charge  the  trustees  in  the  way  asked  by  the  Plain- 
tiffsj  it  would  be  a  surprise  upon  them;  neither  do  I 
think  that  I  ought  now  to  direct  an  inquiry  as  to  what 
the  trustees  might,  but  for  their  default,  have  received, 
inasmuch  as  the  propriety  of  such  an  inquiry  was  raised 
l>y  the  pleadings,  and  was  before  the  Court  when  the 
decree  was  made  at  the  hearing;  I  cannot  vary  the 
decree  so  made,  on  the  cause  coming  on  for  further 
directions. 


VICKERS  V.  COWELL.  jult^  is. 

npHIS  was  a  mortgagee's  suit,  the  object  of  which  Where  a 

•*"    was  to  redeem  the  prior  charges  on  a  property  in  ma?^to^eve 

Yorkshire^  and  to  foreclose  the  mortgagor  and  the  in-  fa}  persons 

cumbrancers  subsequent  in  charge  to  the  Plaintiff!   One  are,  in  equity, 

of  the  mort&rac^es  stated  in  the  bill,  which  was  prior  in  tenants  in 

f,  .     .  .  common  of 

point  of  date  to  the  Plaintiff*'s  charge,  but  over  which  the  mortgage 

the  ^^^^y>  ^^^ 
the  represent- 
atives of  such  of  them  as  may  be  dead  are  necessary  parties  with  the  survivor  to 
a  bill  for  foreclosure  or  redemption. 

Vol.  I.  Mm 
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1839.  the  PlaintiiF  claimed  a  priority  in  consequence  of  its  n 

'^^^v^*^^  having  been  registered  previous  to  the  registration 

V.  the   PlaintifF's   mortgage,  was  a  mortgage  to  He 

CowELL.  Greenwood  and  Christopher  Bollond. 

Christopher  Bollond  was  dead,  but  his  representatives^*^rf ; 
were  not  made  parties  to  the  suit*     The  case  cami 
on,  and 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.^^otxxn  objected,  that  the  cans«e 
could  not  proceed  in  the  absence  of  the  representativc^^^r-m^'i 
of  Christopher  Bollond  ;  that  although,  at  law,  the  debf  ^  Esdc 
and  security  survived  to  Henry  Greenwood^  yet  in  equity  j  m  m\{ 
Greenwood  and  Bollond  were  tenants  m  common  (^r^B^^ftfj 
and  the  representatives  of  Bollond  had  an  interest  ^n  j 
the  mortgage  money,  and  were  necessary  parties  to  HK^-  •  tb< 
suit* 

Mr.  6.  Richards  and  Mr.  Koe^  contrd,  contended  tkrM.^^tbat 
the  representatives  of  Bollond  were  not  necessary 
to  the  suit,  and  that^  the  right  to  the  money  had  si 
vived  to  Greenwood;  and  secondly,  they  insisted,  thi^^at 
it  appeared   from  the  mortgage  deed  itself,  that  tr^^the 
money  was  trust  money,  in  which  the  representatives        -  ^ 
Bollond^  therefore,  could  have  no  interest,  and  that  -==^    ^^ 
was  not  necessary  to  make  the  cestuique  trusts  parties. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply.     If  no  trust  appears  on 
deed,  then  Bollond^s  representatives  are  necessary  pa 
ties;  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  trust  appears,  the  parti( 
beneficially  entitled  to  the  money  must  be  before  tb 
Court,  otherwise  the  title  obtained  under  the  decree  w 
be  imperfect. 


(a)  Coote  on  Morigages,  620. 
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Mr.  KinAerdey  and  Mr.  Bogers  appeared  for  Green* 
wood. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  the  objection  to  be 
valid,  saying  it  had  been  well  established,  that  where 
money  was  advanced  by  several  persons  jointly  on  a 
security,  though  the  right  to  it  survived  at  law,  yet  that 
the  same  rule  did  not  prevail  in  equity.  Here  the 
money  appeared  advanced  by  the  two,  and  there  was 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  representatives  of  Bollond  were 
not  interested  in  it ;  the  cause  must  therefore  stand  over, 
with  liberty  to  amend  by  adding  parties. 


53 1 


18S9. 


I 


BROOK  t;.  BROOK. 
N  this  case,  new  trustees  were  to  be  appointed. 


Mr.  Siinton  asked  that  Miss  B.  might  be  at  liberty  to 
propose  herself  as  trustee  before  the  Master. 

7%^  Master  rf  the  Rolls  declined,  saying  that  it 
was  not  the  usual  practice,  and  it  might  lead  to  incon- 
venience in  case  of  her  marriage,  when  her  husband 
would  have  the  power  of  interfering  with  the  trust 


July  10. 


The  Court 
declined 
making  an  ^ 
order  allowing 
a  feme  sole  to 
propose  her- 
self to  be  trus- 
tee, on  the 
ground  that 
on  her  mar- 
riage her 
husband 
might  inter- 
fere with  the 
trust. 


Mm  2 
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1839. 


POWELL  V.  DAVIES. 


TN  Ap'il  1807  Francis  Davies  had  four  children,  viz. 

Thomas  Davies^  Hannah,  the  wife  of  Samuel  Beddoes^ 

Anne  Davies  and  Margaret  Davies ;  and  Hannah  Bed* 


April  10. 

Jti/y  9. 
Aug,  10* 

A  testator  de- 
vised a  free- 
hold estate  to 
A,  for  life,  and 

after  his  death  docs  had  one  child,  Susannah,  born  on  the  4th  of  MarA 
he  devised  the    ,  q^q 
same  to  he         ^^"^* 
equally  di- 
vided into 
four  parts,  be- 
tween one 
child  of  i4., 
one  child  of 
B,,  one  child 
of  C  and  one 
child  I  if  D.y 
for  them  to 
receive  the 
rents  and  di- 
vide the 
money  be- 
tween them; 
and  It  was  his 


On  the  7th  of  April  1807  George  Peate  made 
willy  and  thereby,  after  giving  several  legacies,  gave  and 
devised  to  Thomas  Davies,  the  son  of  Francis  Davies, 
all  the  testator's  freehold  estate  during  his  life,  and  after 
the  decease  of  Thomas  Davies,  gave  and  devised  the 
ssLvne  estate  to  be  equally  divided  into  four  parts,  be- 
tween one  child  of  Thomas  Davies,  one  child  of  Samid 
Beddoes,  one  child  of  Anne  Davies  and  one  child  of 
Margaret  Davies,  for  them  to  receive  the  rents  and 
desire  that  his  divide  the  money  between  them;  and  it  was  his  desire 

^e^er  be^sold  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  should  never  be  sold  out  of  the  &mily; 

out  of  the  "  Provided  the  aforesaid  Thomas  Davies,  Anne  Dada 

provided*!!!  ^"^  Margaret  Davies  should   never  have  any  lawful 

B.y  C,  and  D,  children,  his  desire  was  that  their  parts  should  go  to  the 

should  never  r  u*    w 

have  any  law-   next  Ol  km. 
ful  children, 
the  testator's 
desire  was  that 
their  parts 
should  go  to 
their  next  of 
kin.    At  the 
time  of  mak- 
ing the  will 
and  of  the 
death  of  the 
testator,  B, 

only  had  a  child,  namely,  a  daughter,  but  after  the  testator's  death  J?,  bad  a  mo* 
At  the  death  of  i4.  there  were  children,  both  sons  and  daughters, ^f  il.,  CandX^*' 
Held,  first,  that  the  gift  to  '*  one  child"  was  not  void  for  uncertainty;  secondly,  tbst 
the  daughter  of  ^.,  and  the  eldest  child  of  A.^  C.  and  JD.  respectively,  whether  a  loa 
or  daughter,  who  came  into  cue  after  the  testator's  death  were  entitled;  andthirdljri 
that  under  the  words,  the  fee  passed. 


The  testator  died  in  May  1807. 

On  the  7th  of  August  1807  Thomas  Davies  married, 
and  there  was  issue  of  the  marriage  several  children)  of 
whom  the  eldest  was  a  daughter. 

On 
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On  the  4th  of  Feh-uary  1808  Anne  Davies  married 
John  PoweUj  and  there  were  issue  of  the  marriage  several 
children,  .of  whom  the  eldest  was  a  son. 

On  the  1st  of  February  1816  Margaret  Davies 
married  William  Evatis^  she  had  issue  two  children,  the 
eldest  a  son,  the  other  a  daughter. 

Hannah  Beddoes  had  four  other  children,  a  son  and 
three  daughters,  born  after  the  testator's  death. 

On  the  25th  of  January  1836  Thomas  Davies  died, 
and  there  were  then  living  five  children  of  Tliomas 
DavieSy  the  eldest  a  daughter,  five  children  of  Samuel 
Beddoes,  the  eldest  a  daughter,  nine  children  of  Anne 
Powell,  the  eldest  a  son,  and  two  children  of  Margaret 
Evans,  the  eldest  a  son. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Bethell  for  the  Plaintiffs,  and 
yir^  Stuart  and  Mr.  Abraham  for  parties  in  the  same 
interest,  contended  that  the  one  child  of  Samuel  Bed- 
does  was  the  child  of  Samuel  Beddoes  who  was  living 
at  the  date  of  the  will  and  at  the  time  of  the  tes- 
tator's death;  and  that  as  to  the  children  of  Thomas 
Davies,  Anne  and  Margaret,  the  one  child  was  the  first 
that  came  into  esse  ;  that  in  each  case,  the  one  child  was 
the  first  born ;  that  the  eldest  child  of  Samuel  Beddoes 
immediately  on  the  testator's  death,  and  the  eldest  child 
of  each  of  the  others  on  coming  into  esse,  acquired  an 
absolute  indefeasible  interest  in  one-fourth  of  the  estate. 
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1839. 


Powell 

V. 

Davies. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  eldest  son  of 
Thomas  Davies,  who  was  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator, 
contended,  that  in  each  case  the  devise  to  one  child  of  a 
person,  without  specifying  it  by  name,  was  void  for  un- 
certainty ;  and  secondly  that  a  son,  though  younger  in 
age,  was  entitled  in  preference  to  his  sister. 

Mm  3  The 
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1839. 


The  following  authorities  were  cited :  —  LoddingUm\. 
Kime{a);  Bobinson  v.  Robinson  {b);  Blackburn  y.  StO' 
bles  (c) :  Dowset  v.  Sweet  {d) ;  Meliish  v.  Mellishle) ;  Doe 
dem.  Hayter  v.  Joinville{g);  Mohun  v.  3faitm(i); 
&roc2^  V.  Busseli  (/) ;  ^»ji'5  Ca^  {k) ;  jB^/e  v.  .imA^n^  (0; 
1  JarmofCs  Pom.  Devises^  365. 


Aug.io.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  ci^ 

cumstances  of  the  case).  The  only  child  of  fWmcu 
Davies  who  had  a  child  at  the  date  of  the  will  was 
Hannah  the  wife  of  Samuel  Beddoes,  and  there  being 
only  one  child  of  Samuel  Beddoes,  there  is  no  gift  over 
of  the  share  given  to  the  one  child  of  Samuel  Bedion* 
This  circumstance  appears  to  indicate  that  the  testator 
considered  that  that  one  child  (who  was  a  daughter) 
would  take. 


The  three  other  children  of  Francis  Davies  were  on- 
married,  and  the  gift  over  is  in  the  event  of  their  never 
having  any  lawful  children.  The  ^ft  over,  therefore,  as 
to  the  share  given  to  one  child  of  each  of  those  children, 
would  not  take  effect,  in  the  event  of  one  child  of  each 
coming  into  esse. 

m 

And  considering  that  here  there  is  not  a  gift  to  one 
of  several  children,  which  would  be  uncertain,  but  agift 
to  one  child  of  each  of  four  persons ;  that  as  to  one,  the 
testator  has  himself  indicated,  that  the  only  one  in  esst 
would  take ;  that  in  the  three  other  cases  the  will  is  to 
expressed,  that  the  gift  may  vest   immediately  on  the 

cooling 


(a)  1  Salk,  SS4. ;  and  1  Lord 
Raymond,  203. 

(b)  2  Fes.  sen.  226. 

(c)  2F.4rB.  567. 

(d)  Ambier,  17  5. 

(e)  2  Bam.  i  Cr.  $20. 


(g)  5  EaU,  172. 
(A)  1  SuHtn.  201. 
(t)  2  Fern.  621. 
(k)  6  Co.  Rep.  27. 
(/)  Sir  T.  Raymond,  Sit. 
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coming  into  fjs^  of  the  first  child,  and  that  thereupon  1839. 
the  gift  over  would  fail,  I  think  that  the  devise  ought  not 
to  be  considered  as  void ;  and  that  the  eldest  of  each 
of  the  four  children  of  Francis  Davies  became  and  is 
entitled  to  an  equal  fourth  share  of  the  estate,  and  I 
think  that  under  the  words  the  fee  passed. 


KAY  V.  MARSHALL.  ^%^':s^'' 

July  10. 

npHE  facts  of  the  case  are  fully  stated  in  the  judg-  Before  the 

■■•   ment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  the  former  ^^^^^ 

proceedings  in  this  case   will   be    found   reported   in  patent,  the 

1  Mylne  ^  Cr.  373.;   1  Keen,  190.;  and  5  Bingham's  '2fmlc& 

N.  C.  492.     The  case  was  argued  by  varied  from 

less  than  an 
inch  to  thirty- 
Sir  F.  Pollock,  Mr.  Kindersley,  and  Mr.  Booth,  for  the  ^'^  i?<^es,  ac- 
T>i  •  ^iT       J  u  cording  to  the 

Plaintiff,  and  by  length  of  the 

fibre  of  the 

Mr.  Pemberton,  Mr.  Barber,  and  Mr.  JB.  Atkinson,  for  plaintiff  dis- 

the  Defendant.  covered  a  new 

and  improved 

«M^.MHiM^BiMHBBaM»«^  uiode  of  pre« 

paring  fliuc 

TRtf  Master  of  the  Rolls.  5"^  o'>>«' 

•^  fibrous  sub- 

This  case  came  before  me,  on  the  equity  reserved  s^nces,  m 

^  1     .^  which  process 

upon  the  certificate  returned  by  the  judges  of  the  Court  the  fibre 
of  Common  Pleas,  to  whose  consideration  a  case  was  J^l^^^^  ^^ 

submitted  with   the  question,  whether  the  Plaintiff's  length  of  the 

,.j  .         .   ,     «,  reach  in  spin« 

patent  was  valid  m  point  of  law.  Qii,g  i^  ^^ 

necessarily  di« 
_        minished.  The 
The  judges  have  certified  their]  opinion  to  be,  that  plaintiff  ob- 

the  patent  is  not  valid  in  point  of  law,  and  the  De-  ^^jj*  P  f;^ 

fendants   thus  preparing 
the  flax  and 
other  fibrous  substances;  and  secondly,  for  spinning  it  at  a  shorter  reach  than  had 
been  done  before,  namely,  at  two  inches  and  a  half:  Held,  that  the  second  part  of 
the  patent  cocjld  not  be  supported,  and  that  the  patent  was,  therefore,  invalid. 

Mm  it 
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1839.  fendants  thereupon  insist,  that  the  Plaintiff's  bill  ou^t  to 
be  dismissed  with  costs ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  ought 
also  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  issue  and  of  the  case. 

The  Plaintiff  contends  that  the  opinion  of  the  judges 
is  erroneous,  and  that  I  ought  either  to  give  relief,  not- 
withstanding their  certificate,  or  to  put  the  question 
relating  to  the  validity  of  the  patent  into  some  further 
course  of  enquiry. 

The  question  with  me  is  the  same  as  that  which  was 
before  the  judges,  and  though  I  have  the  aid  of  their  opi- 
nion, and,  by  their  favour,  of  the  reasons  which  induced 
them  to  form  that  opinion,  it  is  undoubtedly  my  du^  to 
consider,  whether  after  hearing  the  reasons  which  have 
been  advanced  on  both  sides,  it  is  an  opinion  satisfactory 
to  my  own  mind,  and  such  as  I  ought  to  adopt.  The 
decision  to  be  pronounced  here,  must  rest  on  my. re- 
sponsibility, and  not  on  the  responsibility  of  the  learned 
judges  whose  assistance  I  have  asked  and  received. 

The  patent  was  granted  for  new  and  improved  ma- 
chinery, for  preparing  and  spinning  flax,  hemp  and  other 
fibrous  substances,  by  power;  and  in  the  specification  the 
Plaintiff  declares  the  nature  of  his  invention  to  consist 
in  new  machinery  for  macerating  flax  and  other  similar 
fibrous  substances,  previously  to  drawing  and  spinning 
it;  and  also  in  improved  machinery  for  spinning  the 
same,  after  having  been  so  prepared. 

Nothing  has  occurred  to  shew,  that  the  Plaintiff's 
machinery  for  macerating  flax,  previously  to  drawing 
and  spinning  it^  was  not  new  at  the  time  when  the 
patent  was  granted,  and  nothing  has  occurred  to  shew, 
that  previously  to  the  grant  it  was  known,  that  macera- 
tion to  the  extent  proposed  by  the  Plaintiff,  was  not  a 

new 
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new  process  by  which  flax  was  usefully  prepared  for  1839. 
drawing  and  spinning  it;  and  so  far  as  relates  to  the 
maceration  described  in  the  patent,  no  question  is  made 
as  to  the  novelty  and  utility  of  the  Plaintiff's  invention; 
and  if  this  were  all,  the  validity  of  the  patent  would  not 
be  affected  by  the  fact,  that  before  the  grant  a  mode  of 
preparing  the  flax  for  spinning,  by  moistening  it,  had 
been  invented  by  Horace  Hall,  or  that,  subsequently  to 
the  grant,  a  more  convenient  and  efficient  mode  of  ma- 
ceration had  been  invented  and  come  into  general  use. 
But  with  respect  to  the  improved  machinery  for  spin- 
ning, the  Plaintiff,  in  his  specification  says,  ^^  I  place  the 
drawing  rollers  only  two  inches  and  a  half  from  the 
retaining  rollers,  and  this  constitutes  the  principal  im- 
provement in  the  said  spinning  machinery:  for  the 
roving  being  so  completely  macerated,  would  not  hold 
together  to  be  drawn  out,  while  in  such  a  state,  to  the 
ordinary  length  of  the  staple,  but  this  very  state,  when 
drawn  in  so  short  a  length,  as  here  represented,  ena- 
bles it  to  be  spun  very  fine  and  evenly ;  for  it  should 
be  stated  that  there  is  no  elasticity  in  the  fibre  of  flax, 
hemp,  nettleweed  or  other  the  like  substances;  but 
ivhen  drawn  by  rollers  so  placed  as  aforesaid,  and 
moving  at  the  relative  speed  aforesaid  (which  he 
has  previously  described  as  being  eight  to  one),  and  in 
the  completely  saturated  state  aforesaid,  the  fibres  them- 
selves are  pulled  asunder  and  require  to  be  twisted 
immediately,  or  the  continuity  of  the  thread  would  be 
destroyed."  And,  again,  in  specifying  his  claim,  he 
declares  that  which  he  claims  as  his  invention  in  respect 
of  improved  machinery  for  spinning  flax,  hemp  and 
other  fibrous  substances,  is  a  certain  trough,  which  he 
has  described,  and  the  placing  of  the  retaining  rollers 
and  the  drawing  rollers  nearer  to  each  other  than  they 
have  ever  before  been  placed  (say  within  two  inches  and 

a  half  of  each  other)  for  the  purpose  aforesaid. 

From 
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1839.  Irom   this   specification,  it  i^pears   to  have  been 

known  to  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  fibres  which  were  to  be 
spun  after  maceration,  would  be  pulled  asunder  bj 
drawing  in  his  manner,  and  required  to  be  twisted  im- 
mediately to  prevent  the  continuity  of  the  thread  being 
destroyed,  and  that,  therefore,  he  placed  the  drawing 
and  retaining  rollers  very  near  to  each  other. 

He  has  declared  that  this  placing  of  the  rollers  con- 
stitutes the  principal  improvement  in  the  spinning  ma- 
chinery ;  and  amongst  the  things  which  he  dainos  as 
his  invention,  is  this  placing  of  the  rollers  nearer  to 
each  other  than  they  had  ever  before  been  placed  (say 
two  inches  and  a  half  off  each  other)  for  the  purpose  afiwe- 
said.  And  it  is  endorsed  upon  the  postea  by  theleanied 
Judge,  before  whom  the  issue  was  tried,  that  before  the 
granting  of  the  patent  it  was  not  known  that  flax  coold 
be  spun  by  means  of  maceration,  as  having  a  short 
fibre  at  a  ratch  of  two  inches  and  a  half. 

But  various  sorts  of  spinning  machines  were,  before 
the  grant  of  the  patent,  used  with  slides,  by  which  the 
reach  was  varied  according  to  the  length  of  the  staple  or 
fibre ;  for  cotton-spinning  the  reach  varied  fi'om  seven 
eighths  of  an  inch  to  an  inch  and  a  quarter ;  for  tow-spin* 
ning,  from  four  to  nine  inches;  for  worsted-spinning) 
from  five  to  fourteen  inches ;  and  for  dry  flax-spinnio& 
from  fourteen  to  thirty-six  inches :  so  that  machinery) 
by  which  the  reach  was  varied  firom  less  than  an  inch 
to  thirty-six  inches,  was  known  before  the  patent  was 
granted. 

The  Plaintiff  has  found  that  a  reach  of  two  inches 

and  a  half,  or  thereabouts,  is  well  adapted  for  spinniog 

flax  prepared  for  spinning  by  his  process  of  macerstioO) 

and  the  question  is  reduced  to  this,  whether  his  adoptii^S 

that 
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mrticular  length  of  reach,  for  the  purpose  of  ap-  1889. 

5  it  to  the  spinning  of  flax  so  prepared,  is  to  be  ^^^^^^ 

lered  an  improved  machinery  in  respect  of  which  v. 

atent  can  be  held  to  be  valid,  and  I  am  of  opinion  shalu 
t  cannot. 

oncur  entirely  with  the  learned  Judges,  and  see  no 
a  to  think  that  any  other  result  would  follow  from 
3r  investigation. 

ing  of  opinion  that  the  patent  is  invalid,  it  follows 
he  bill  must  be  dismissed.  I  have  considered  the 
ion  of  costs,  and  I  think  that  I  ought  to  make  no 
with  respect  to  the  costs  of  the  issue ;  but  the 
tiff   must  pay  the  costs  of  this  suit  and  of  the 
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HILL  V.  GOMME. 

rpHE  Plaintiff  in  this  cause,  a  pauper,  prayed,  tfe=iat 
under  an  indenture  dated  the  16th  day  of  r      ^ 
ruary  1818,  he  might  be  declared  to  be  entided  to 
personal  estate  of  which  James  Dean  died  posses! 
after  the  payment  of  his  debts. 


In  the  year  1817,  Johi  Hill,  the  father  of  the 


Ju/yl2,15.15. 
Aug.  10.    ^ 

In  consider- 
ation of  100/. 
paid  by  the 
Plaintiflfs 
father  to 
A.  B.,  the 
latter  cove- 
nanted to 
maintain  and 
apprentice  the 
Piaintifi)  and 

that  he  should  ^jfr  ^^s  an  a^jricultural  implement  maker  residin 
take  a  speci-  °  •        v  • 

fied  interest  in  Oxford  Street^  and  James  Dean  was  a  labouring  bri 

and  pereonal     ^^^^^  living  at  a  place  called  Brickmaket^s  Raw, 

estate  which' 
A.B,  should] 
possess  at  his 
death;  the 
condition  in 
life  of  the 
Plaintiff  not 
having  been 
altered,  and 
no  expect- 
ation on  his 


wife  took  in  children  to  nurse. 

The  Plaintiff  was  five  years  old  on  the  SOth  of 
1817,  and  in  that  year  was  at  nurse  with  Deans  w 
and  appears  to  have  been  treated  with*  kindness 
affection  by  Dean. 


ife, 


part  having  In  December  1817,  Dean  left  his  residence  in 

fcated ;  Held,  fnaker's  RoWy  and  undertook  the  business  of  a  publi 

that  this  con-    ^hj^j^  ^^  carried  on  at  the  "  Seven  Stars  *'  on  Sta 

tract  might  be 

put  an  end  to   Gree?ij  and  at  the  same  time  continued  his  employm 

SSThe"'    "^  '^  labouring  brickmaker. 

Plaintiff's 
father  and 
A,B. 

SeniUe^  that  if  there  had  been  part  performnnce  of  the  agreement  altering 
condition  in  life  of  the  Plaintiff,  then  the  Court  would  not  have  permitted 
father  to  talie  him  back  to  his  prejudice,  and  would  have  compelled  a  complete  p 
formancc  in  his  favour. 

Executors,  whose  testator  died  in  1 827,  advertised  for  persons  having  claims  ^^ 
demands  on  the  estate  of  their  testator,  and  having  provided  for  all  that  appcar^^*^ 
tkey,  in  1829,  distributed  the  estate  amongst  the  legatees  and  took  from  tnein     ^'^ 
indemnity.    A  demand  previously  unknown  both  to  the  claimant  and  the  e^J^ 
cutors  was  made  against  the  estate  in  1 836,  and  a  bill  filed  to  enforce  it :  ^^li* 
that  if  the  claim  were  valid,  the  executors  were  still  personally  liable  to  the  ™-*-^* 
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On  the  16th  of  February  1818,  Dean  executed  a  1839. 
eed  of  that  date,  made  between  himself  of  the  one 
art,  and  John  Hill  of  the  other  part,  and  thereby, 
fter  reciting  that  Dean  had  no  child  by  Elizabeth^ 
is  wife,  and  had  agreed,  in  consideration  of  100/.  to 
e  paid  to  him  by  HiU^  forthwith  to  take,  maintain, 
[othe,  educate,  apprentice,  and  bring  up,  William 
^llamas  Hill,  the  Plaintiif,  then  of  the  age  of  five  years 
nd  upwards ;  and  also  that  the  heirs  and  executors  of 
Jean  should  stand  possessed  of  all  the  real  and  personal 
state  which  should  belong  to  him  at  the  time  of  his 
eatb,  on  the  trusts  after-mentioned :  it  was  witnessed 
lat,  in  pursuance  of  that  agreement,  and  in  consider- 
tion  of  100/.  paid  by  Dean  to  Hill  before  the  sealing 
nd  delivery  of  the  deed.  Dean  covenanted  that  be 
rould,  from  the  date  of  the  deed,  board,  maintain, 
ducate,  clothe,  and  bring  up  William  Thomas  Hill  in 

suitable  and  proper  manner,  as  if  he  were  his  own 
on;  and  as  soon  as  might  be  after  he  should  have 
tiained  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  apprentice  and  put 
lim  out  to  some  trade  or  calling,  until  he  should  attain 
he  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  pay  the  premium  or 
pprentice  fee  which  should  be  required  for  that  pur- 
lose,  and  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  attendant  on 
nd  which  should  be  occasioned  by  the  maintaining, 
ducating,  clothing,  and  bringing  up  of  the  said  William 
rhomas  Hill  during  his  minority,  by  and  out  of  his  own 
nonies ;  and  also  that  his  heirs  and  executors  should 
onvey  and  assign  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  which 
le  should  die  seised  and  possessed,  in  such  manner  that 
he  same  should  be  and  remain  to  the  use  of  any  widow 
»f  Dean  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  to  the  use  of 
WiUiam  Thomas  Hill  absolutely,  if  Dean  should  have 
lo  child  of  his  own  ;  but  if  Dean  should  have  any  such 
liild  or  children,  then  to  the  use  of  William  Thomas 
Hill  and  the  child  or  children  of  Dean  equally.  Pro- 
vision 
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18S9.  vision  was  then  made  for  the  maintenance  of  William 
Thomas  Hill  if  he  should  be  under  twenty-one  yean  of 
age  at  the  death  of  Dean  and  any  widow  he  might 
leave,  and  for  the  reverting  of  the  estate  to  the  heirs  and 
executors  of  Dean^  if  William  Thomas  Hill  should  die 
under  twenty-one  without  issue;  and  power  was  re* 
served  to  Dean  to  revoke  the  deed,  except  as  to  any 
uses  therein  expressed  for  the  benefit  of  William  liomas 
HiU. 

The  deed  was  executed  in  the  presence  of  and  at- 
tested by  two  witnesses,  and  a  receipt  for  the  con- 
sideration money  was  indorsed  on  the  deed,  but  under 
the  peculiar  circumstanceS|  as  to  the  alleged  payment, 
stated  in  the  evidence. 

It  was  alleged  by  the  bill,  that  upon  the  execution  of 
this  deed,  the  Plaintiff  was  taken  by  Dean  into  his  own 
house,  and  adopted  as  his  own  child,  but  that  afterwards 
the  Plaintiff  was  sent  home  to  his  father;  and  it  was  agreed 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendants,  that  in  fiict, 
notwithstanding  the  deed,  the  Plaintiff  was,  in  the  words 
of  the  bill,  ^^  maintained,  educated,  clothed,  brought  up 
and  apprenticed  by  his  &ther,  John  Hill,  or  out  of  his 
estate;"  and  the  Plaintiff  appeared  to  have  been  brought 
up  by  his  parents  in  entire  ignorance  that  any  such  {ffo- 
vision  was  intended  for  him. 

The  Plaintiff's  father  lived  about  eight  years  afler  the 
date  of  the  deed,  and  in  1826  died  intestate,  leaving 
a  considerable  property,  of  which  the  Plaintiff,  as  one 
of  his  children,  was  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  widi 
the  other  children. 

James  Dean  died  without  issue  in  September  ISHi 
having  made  a  will,  by  which  he  disposed  of  his  pro- 
perty 
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perty  without  any  regard  to  or  notice  of  the  deed  and  1839. 
property,  which  was  stated  to  amount  to  1200/.,  had 
been  long  since  distributed.  The  executors  afler  having 
inserted  advertisements  in  two  London  papers,  calling 
on  all  persons  having  claims  or  demands  against  the 
estate  of  Dean^  to  forward  the  same,  and  having  pro- 
vided for  all  known  demands,  ultimately  distributed  the 
testator's  property  in  1829,  either  according  to  the 
directions  of  the  will,  or  by  agreement  among  the  parties 
interested  under  it,  and  at  the  same  time  they  took  an 
indemnity. 

Elizabeth  Hill^  the  widow  of  John  HiUy  was  the  ad- 
ministratrix of  his  estate ;  she  died  in  March  1831,  and 
the  Plaintiff  being  then  an  infant,  administration  during 
his  infancy  was  granted  to  Samuel  Henry  Manley.  The 
Plaintiff  attained  twenty-one  years  of  age  in  August 
1833,  and  then  refused  to  take  the  administration  upon 
himself. 

In  April  1836,  letters  of  administration  of  the  estate 
of  John  Hill,  then  unadministered  by  Elizabeth  Hilly 
were  granted  to  Richard  Hillj  a  younger  brother  of  the 
Plaintiff;  and  on  that  occasion,  Mr.  Manley  delivered 
to  Richard  Hill  a  small  box  which  had  belonged  to 
John  Hilly  and  was  supposed  to  contain  only  old  ex- 
pired leases,  and  other  useless  documents,  and  which, 
on  that  account,  Mr.  Manley  had  never  examined. 

In  this  box,  and  placed  together  with  such  useless 
documents,  Richard  Hill  found  the  deed  of  the  16th  of 
February  \^\^ ;  he  delivered  it  to  the  Plaintiff,  who 
soon  afterwards  claimed  the  benefit  of  it  from  the  De- 
fendants ;  and  the  Plaintiff  having  soon  aflerwards  ob- 
tained from  Richard  Hill  an  assignment  of  any  interest 
which  might  belong  to  the  estate  of  John  Hill  under  the 

deed, 
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1839.        deed,  filed  this  bill,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  alltbe 
^TX"^*^    estate  of  James  Dean^  after  payment  of  his  debts  and  . 
V.  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  subject  to  the  life 

interest  of  the  widow  oi  James  Dean^  now  Mrs.  Vaik, 

• 

The  material  parts  of  the  evidence  were  as  follows:— 

At  the  date  of  the  transaction,  the  witness,  John  Tag- 
lor  J  then  about  seventeen  years  of  age,  was  living  with 
his  uncle,  Mr.  William  Brills  who  was  the  solicitor  of 
the  parties  in  the  preparation  of  the  deed.  He  proved 
tliat  no  pecuniary  consideration  was  at  first  intended, 
^*  that  it  was  at  first  proposed  that  the  consideration 
should  be  natural  love  and  affection  on  the  part  oiDean^ 
but  counsel  raising  some  objection,  it  was  ultimately 
agreed  that  the  consideration  for  the  deed  should  be 
the  sum  of  100^;  he  said  that  the  instructions  were 
given  by  both  parties,  that  his  uncle  saw  them  several 
times  on  die  subject,  that  the  interviews  sometimes  took 
place  at  his  uncle's  chambers,  sometimes  and  more  fre- 
quently at  John  HilVs  house,  and  that  his  uncle  went 
two  or  three  times  to  Deaths  house  at  Starch  Green; 
that  he  generally  accompanied  his  uncle,  and  atJoi^ 
HilVs  house  was  present  at  the  interviews,  but  at  StarA 
Green  was  left  outside  with  his  uncle's  gig. 

Mr.  Brill,  one  of  the  witnesses  to  the  execution  oftbe 
deed,  was  dead,  the  other  attesting  witness,  Thomas  Hillj 
was  alone  examined  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  said 
that  he  saw  it  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  by  Dean 
and  Hiilf  and  that  at  the  same  time  Dean  signed  the 
receipt  for  the  consideration  money;  but  he  said  no 
money  actually  passed  between  the  parties  in  his  pre- 
sence, but  he  believed  that  John  Hill  paid  whatever 
was  coming  from  him  to  James  Dean  on  that  occasions 
according  to  the  deed,  for  when  the  parties  and  wit- 
nesses 
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oesses  had  signed,  John  Hill  remarked,  that  he  believed        1839. 
that  the  business  was  all  concluded  except  paying  the     ^*^J^^^^ 
money,  and  he  put  his  hands  to  hb  pocket  as  if  he  were       _  v. 
going  to  produce  the  money;  and  as  the  witness  had 
nothing  further  to  do  in  the  business,  he  withdrew  and 
left  the  parties  to  themselves.'* 

As  to  the  deed  being  acted  on,  .the  witnesses  Sarak 
GiUing  and  the  two  Jennings  spoke  only  to  the  time 
"when  Dean  was  living  at  Brickmaker^s  BoWj  which  was 
before  the  date  of  thb  deed.  Thomas  Hill  was  in  the 
employ  oiJohn  Hill  from  about  1817  to  1826,  when  he 
remembered  that  Plaintiff  was  living  away  from  the  house 
of  his  father  during  part  of  the  time  that  he  was  in  the 
father's  employ :  he  could  not  very  distinctly  state  how 
long  or  what  period  he  was  thus  living  away,  but  to  the 
best  of  his  recollection,  that  Plaintiff  was  not  living  at 
home  at  the  time  of  the  deed  being  executed,  and  re- 
mained away  for  some  time,  &c. 

Bangeley  entered  into  the  service  of  John  HiU  as 
carman,  in  January j  1817$  and  remained  with  him  till 
his  death,  and  stated,  that  to  the  best  of  his  recollection, 
the  Plaintiff  was  living  away  from  home  at  Christmas 

1817,  and  during  the  greater  part,  if  not  the  whole,  of 

1818,  and  was  out  at  nurse  somewhere. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing,  when,  on  behalf 
of  the  Defendants,  the  following  objections  were  raised 
to  the  relief  asked  by  the  Plaintiff* 

Firsts  That  the  presumption  arising  from  the  receipt 
on  the  deed  had  been  rebutted  by  the  evidence  of  the 
Plaintiff*!:  witness  Thomas  Hill,  from  which  it  appeared 
that  the  lOOZ.  had  never  been  paid  to  Dean;  besides 
this,  Dean  never  had  the  solace  and  comfort  which  he 

Vol.  I.  Nn  intended 
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1 889.  intended  to  secure  himself  by  the  adoptioa  of  the  child ; 
that  consequently  the  consideration  necessary  to  sop- 
port  this  deed  &iied,  and  the  transaction  being  a  mere 
nudum  pactum  could  not  be  enforced  in  equity.  Darlof 
V.  Darley^  (a) 


Secondly^  That  Dean  himself  could  not  have  enforced 
the  contract  against  John  Hill  the  &ther,  for  he  could      .^>Jd 
not  have  maintained  a  suit  against  the  father  for  the 
delivery  up  of  the  child ;  there  being,  therefore,  no  mo-  «»j 
tuality,  Hill  on  his  part,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  « 
could  not  have  enforced  it  against  Dean. 


Thirdly^  That  the  Plaintiff,  not  being  a  coni 
party  to  the  deed,  could  not  sue  upon  it;  that  hiaBLMmMns 
rights  were  derivative  from,  and  could  only  be  workedE>^2ed 
out  through  his  father,  who  himself  could  not  have  en— ^MiK^sn- 
forced  it;  that  putting  the  case  in  the  most fiivoorabl^^lVJhle 
light  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  supposing  him  to  have  been  ik  icxn  a 
party  to  the  deed,  then,  as  an  infant,  he  would  not  hav^^^r^-SBave 
been  bound  by  the  contract,  so  conversely,  he  coald  no-ociK  not 
insist  on  its  specific  performance.   Flight  v.  Boliand.  (i)(  A  ^{i) 


Fourthly,  That  if  a  valid  binding  contract  ever  8ttfac#ff:^  sub- 
sisted, it  had  never  been  acted  on,  or  had  been 
doned  by  the  mutual  consent  of  competent  parties; 
it  had  been  decided  in  this  Court,  that  where  two  persoi 
enter  into  a  contract  for  the  benefit  of  a  thirds  they  ca'^^"^>  ^^ 
by  mutual  agreement  abandon  it    Cctyear  v.  LoAf 
grave,  (c) 


Fifthly^  That  this  was  a  contract  contrary  to  the  pg^lf  P^ 
licy  of  the  law,  for  thereby  a  parent  was  contracting  fof%  '^ 
the  relinquishment  of  his  child,  the  father  thu«  dcfiftvnxc:^M.^vag 

\^M^    his 

(a)  3  Atk.  399.  (r)  S  Keen^  81. 

(b)  4  Ruu.  298. 


/ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  547 

son  of  that  parental  care  which  by  the  law  of  nature        1839. 
was  entitled  to,  and  relieving  himself  from  those  moral      ^^^^^^* 
ties  and  obligations  which  a  parent  owed  to  his  child.  v. 

such  a  contract  were  held  valid,  then,  where  a  father       ^^omme. 
good  circumstances  contracted  to  abandon  his  child 
%  man  of  the  lowest  and  meanest  estate  and  condition, 
t  Court  might  be  obliged  to  enforce  the  contract 

Sixthly^  That  the  specific  performance  of  contracts 
s  discretionary,  and  that  the  Court  would  only  in- 
fere  in  those  cases  where  every  thing  appeared  fair, 
ar  and  reasonable;  that  here  the  contract  was 
pie,  the  circumstances  doubtful,  and  the  bargain  most 
provident  and  unreasonable,  as  depriving  Dean  of  the 
ssibility  of  acquiring  any  future  property  over  which 
might  exercise  a  free  power  of  disposing,  thus  taking 
ay  every  inducement  to  future  exertion.  Kemble  v. 
an  (a),  Kimberley  v.  Jennings,  (b) 

Lastly,  That  the  executors,  who  had  taken  every  pre- 
ition,  —  who  had  used  every  exertion,  by  advertise- 
nts  and  otherwise,  for  ascertaining  all  the  outstanding 
ims  against  the  estate,  —  who  had  been  guilty  of  no 
tcipitation  in  its  administration,  and  had  paid  over  the 
ets  without  notice  of  the  latent  claim  of  the  Plaintiff, 
dd  not,  after  the  lapse  of  twelve  years,  be  called  on 
make  good  to  the  Plaintiff  the  funds  so  paid  over. 

Dn  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  it  was  answered, 

ks  to  the  first  objection,  that  here  was  a  deed  deli- 
ately  prepared  by  and  executed  in  the  presence  of 
L  attested  by  a  professional  man  and  another  witness, 
h  two  receipts  for  the  consideration  money,  one  in  the 

body 

(a)  6  Sim.  555.  (b)  6  Sim.  340. 
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18S9.        body  oF  the  deed,  and  the  other  endorsed  on  it  and  at- 
tested by  two  witnesses ;  that  no  better  proot  of  pay- 
ment could  be  adduced  than  this  distinct  acknowledg- 
ment in  the  most  solemn  fornix  by  the  party  himsd^ 
that  the  money  had  been  paid ;  that  it  would  be  most 
dangerous  to  give  way  to  the  notion  that  the  circnm* 
stance  of  one  of  two  witnesses  not  having  seen  the 
money  actually  paid  was  sufficient  to  invalidate  a  deed 
and  outweigh  the  acknowledgment  of  the  party  himsdf; 
that  no  man*s  rights  or  property  would  be  safe  if  theeSect 
of  a  deed  was  to  be  defeated  by  a  mere  doubt  as  to  the 
payment  of  the  consideration  money ;  that  it  must  be 
assumed  that  the  money  was  paid,  for  the  deed  would 
not  have  been  handed  over  until  it  had  been  paid.  Thata 
pecuniary  consideration  was  not  necessary  to  support  it, 
and  Dean  might  have  handed  back  the  consideradontbe 
moment  after  he  had  received  it';  and  that,  as  between 
parent  and  child,  this  Court  would  enforce  a  volimtaiy 
agreement,  EUis  v.  Nimmo  (a) ;  would  supply  a  surrender 
of  a  copyhold,  or 'aid  the  defective  execution  of  a  power. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  that  a  benefit  being  pur^ 
chased  for  the  Plaintiff  by  his  father,  the  Court  woold, 
if  beneficial  to  the  Plaintifi^  have  enforced  the  contract 
against  the  father,  and  have  prevented  him  interfering 
with  the  Plaintiff.     Li/ons  v.  Blenkin.  {bf 

As  to  the  third  objection,  that  this  was  the  purchase  of 
a  reversionary  interest  by  a  father  for  his  child,  and  was  as 
much  an  advancement  for  him  as  if  the  father  bad  pur- 
chased an  estate  in  his  child's  name ;  that  the  Plaintiff  in 
his  own  right,  was  entitled  to  enforce  the  contract  whidi 
so  intimately  affected  his  rights,  as  well  as  his  sitoati^ 
and  prospects  in  life ;  that  here  he  claimed,  aot  only  in 

hb  own  right,  but  as  representing  his  father. 

As 

(a)  X/b.  4*  Ooo.  535.  (b)  Jacob  945. 
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As  to  ihQ  fourth  objection,  that  it  had  been  established  1839. 
by  the  evidence  that  the  deed  had  been  acted  upon,  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  at  the  house  of  Dean  in  the 
years  1816,  1817»  1818,  and  1819;  that  though  Hill 
the  father  might  have  abandoned  that  part  of  the  con- 
tract which  was  beneficial  to  him  alone,  viz.  the  obliga- 
tion of  Dean  to  maintain  the  Plaintiff,  vet  it  was  not 
competent,  either  to  the  Plaintiff's  father  or  Dean  sepa- 
rately, or  to  both  together,  to  put  an  end  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  deed  to  the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  the 
Plaintiff;  that  if  (as  was  said)  the  deed  had  been 
abandoned,  it  was  strange  that  it  should  be  found  un- 
cancelled in  the  custody  of  HiO ;  that  the  case  of 
Ckiyear  v.  Ltody  Mulgrave  did  not  apply,  for  the  diffi- 
culty there  was,  that  the  Court  could  not  separate  the 
two  characters  of  the  defendant,  who  represented  both 
the  contracting  parties ;  and  there,  too,  the  plaintiff  was 
a  natural  child,  and  therefore  in  law  a  stranger ;  here 
the  Plaintiff  claimed  both  in  his  own  right  and  in  right 
of  his  father;  as  representing  his  father  he  had  a  va- 
luable, and  as  a  child  in  his  own  right  he  had  a  meri- 
torious consideration  to  support  his  claim. 

As  to  thej^A  objection,  that  therewas  nothing  con- 
trary to  the  policy  of  the  law  in  allowing  a  parent,  for 
the  benefit  of  his  child,  to  contract  for  his  adoption  by 
another  person. 

As  to  the  sixth  objection,  that  however  uncertain  and 

vague  covenants  to  settle  or  leave  all  future  property 

might  be,  still  they  had  been  too  long  acted  upon  and 

recognised,  to  be  now  permitted  to  be  called  in  question. 

Prebble  v.  Boghurst.  (a) 

As 

(a)  1  <Srttwni.309.580.;  7  Taun-  150.,  17  Vet.  48.;  Fortetcue  v. 

ton,  588.;   and  see  Lowther  v.  Hermah,  19  Ves.  66.;  Keedham 

Earl  of  Westmoreland,   1  Co:t,  v.  Smithy  4  Ruts.  318.;  Grqfley 

64.;   Randall  v.   Willis,  5  Ves,  v.  Humpage,  anti,  46.;  Taumey 

S62.;  Lewis  v.  Madocks,  8  Ves,  v.  Ward,pdsi,  563t 
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1839. 


As  to  the  seventh  objection,  that  the  very  point  had 
been  distinctly  decided  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and 
the  Lord  Chancellor  on  appeal  in  KnatchbuU  v.  Team- 
head  {a) ;  and  that  the  executors  had  an  indemni^  which 
they  might  enforce. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  G.  L.  Eussellj  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Tinnei/j  Mr.  Bethellj  Mr.  Kinderslei/t  Mr.  Ckani- 
lesSf  Mr.  Weldj  Mr.  George  Turner^  Mr.  Mylnet  Mr. 
Armstrong  and  Mr.  S.  Atkinson^  for  the  several  De- 
fendants. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 


Aug.  10.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  (afler  stating  the  above 

circumstances)  said,  the  Defendants  insisted,  first,  that 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  Plaintiff  has 
no  title  to  the  relief  he  prays ;  and,  secondly,  that  if  he 
had  originally  a  title,  yet  that  after  such  an  admini- 
stration and  distribution  of  the  estate  of  James  Dean  as 
is  stated  in  the  answer,  the  Defendants  ought  to  be 
protected  from  all  liability. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
the  estate  of  James  Dean  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the 

Defendants 


(a)  3  MtfL  4-  Cr.  122.;  and 
see  Ecclet  v.  Ltimhert,  Stifles  37. 
54.  4*  7^*»  and  Aleyn  38.;  Neo 
ton  T.  Gennet^  Cro,  EUx,  466.; 
Brooking  v.  Jenmngs,  1  Mod.  174.; 
Harmon  v.  Harmcm,  3  Mod.  115.; 
Sawyer  v.  Mercer^  I  Term,  Rep. 
690.;  Hawkins  v.  Day^  Bluni*s 
Ambler  160.,  and  Appendix  805., 
and  3  Mer.  S55.  n. ;  Simmons  v. 
Botlandf  3  Mer.  547.;  Governor 
^.  of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  v. 


Cowper,  1  Esp.  275.;  Rkkardi 
V.  Browne,  5  Bing.  N,  C.  493.; 
Davy  V.  BlackweU,  9  Bing.  5.; 
March  v.  RusseU,  3  MyL  ^  Cr- 
31.;  Vernon  y.  Lord  Egmod, 
1  Bli,  N.  S.  554.;  IVUdndge  f. 
M'Kane,  1  MoUoy,  122.;  Nor- 
man V.  Baldry,  6  Sim.  62  W  ^^^^ 
son  V.  Archdcaken,  1  i4i!cool  ^ 
i^/oprr,  95.;  iS'mtM  v.  Day,  S  ifirr 
4-  >r.  684. 
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Defendants  are  still  liable,  and  that  the  sole  question  in        1839. 

the  cause  depends  upon  the  Plaintiff's  title  under  the 

deed. 

The  deed  itself  is  very  singular,  whether  we  regard 
the  particular  provisions  which  it  contains,  or  the  re- 
lation which  subsisted  between  the  parties  to  iu  On 
the  one  hand  we  have  a  tradesman,  apparently  in  good 
circumstances,  with  a  family  of  children ;  on  the  other 
hand  a  labouring  brickmaker,  without  children,  and  in 
circumstances  which  enabled  him,  at  the  time  when  the 
transaction  in  question  took  place,  to  commence  and 
afterwards  to  carry  on  the  business  of  a  publican,  which 
he  seem  to  have  done  by  the  aid  of  his  wife,  whilst  lie 
himself  continued  his  employment  of  a  labouring  brick- 
maker. 

For  his  station  in  life  he  must  also  be  considered  to 
have  been  in  circumstances  which  were  good,  though 
inferior  to  the  circumstances  of  Hill. 

For  the  Plaintiff  it  was  alleged,  that  the  covenants  of 
the  deed  were  an  advancement  obtained  by  Hill  for  his 
son ;  that  the  sum  of  100/.  was  actually  paid  for  it,  but 
that  the  deed  was  of  such  a  nature  as  to  require  no 
pecuniary  consideration  to  sanction  its  validity;  that  the 
deed  was  for  a  time  acted  upon ;  but  that  whether  acted 
upon  or  not,  it  was  binding  upon  the  parties,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Plaintiff,  from  the  moment  of  Its  execu- 
tion, and  that  they  had  no  right  to  abandon  it  and 
waive  its  provisions.  The  argument  for  the  Plaintiff  is, 
that  this  arrangement  was  an  advancement,  as  much  as 
if  Hill  had  purchased  an  estate  in  the  name  of  his  son. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Defendants  say  that  Dean 
was  an  illiterate  man,  and  could  not  have  understood 
the  deed;  that  when  the  arrangement  was  first  proposed 
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18  39.  no  pecuniary  consideration  was  intended ;  that  the  coo- 
sideradon  of  100/.  was  inserted  only  to  satisfy  the 
scruples  of  the  legal  adviser,  who  was  consulted  by  the 
parties  and  was  not  paid ',  and  that  if  it  had  been  paid  it 
would  not  have  been  sufficient ;  that  the  deed  was  neyer 
acted  upon,  or  that  if  acted  upon  at  all,  it  was  Tery 
soon  abandoned ;  that  it  was  a  mere  arrangement  be* 
tween  the  parties,  which  they  were  at  liberty  to  abandon, 
:and  which  they  did  abandon ;  that  the  circumstances, 
condition,  and  expectations  were  never  changed ;  and 
that  he  never  had  any  equity  to  enforce  the  deed.  [ICs 
Lordship  stated  the  evidence  of  TaylorJ] 


It  seems  strange  that  Mr.  Brill  should  find  it 
sary  to  have  such  frequent  communications  with  th 
parties  on  the  preparation  of  the  deed,  and  that  h 
should  himself  go  to  their  houses  so  often  in  the  wa; 
he  is  stated  to  have  done;  but  this  is  the  only  eviden 
and  upon  it  I  must  consider  that  the  deed  was  carefulH 
prepared  from  the  instructions  of  the  parties.      [ 
Xiordship  stated  the  evidence  of  TTiomas  HiliJ] 

These  circumstances  would,  in  ordinary  cases,  be  sn 
■ficient  to  prove  payment  of  the  consideration  mone 
but  the  witness  goes  on  to  state  a  fact  shewing  that 
consideration  money  was  not  paid  at  the  time  when 
deed  was  executed  and  the  receipt  signed  for  the  same 
The  witness  says,  HiU  remarked,  *^  he  believed  thattb^ 
l>usiness  was  all  concluded  except  paying  the  money." 
This  is  inconsistent  with  the  notion  that  the  money  had 
then  been  paid;  and  though  the  witness  proceeds  to  say, 
that  HiU  put  his  hand  to  bis  pocket  as  if  he  were  going 
to  produce  the  money,  yet  he  did  not  see  the  money 
paid;  but  having,  as  he  says,  nothing  further  to  do  in 
the  business,  he  withdrew  and  left  the  parties  to  them* 
selves.  On  this  evidence  I  do  not  consider  the  payment 
of  the  money  to  be  well  proved. 

The 
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The  evidence  as  to  the  deed  being  at  all  acted  upon        1839. 
s  unsatisfactory. 


fHis  Lordship  next  stated  the  evidence  of  Sarah      ^^^^^' 
SiUingj  the  two  Jennings  and  Rangeley.'] 

Considering  that  in  fact  the  Plaintiff  was  at  nurse 
¥ith  Dean  in  the  year  I8I79  and  having  regard  to  the 
apse  of  time  after  which  the  witnesses  are  speaking,  and 
o  the  uncertainty  with  which  these  witnesses  express 
;hemselves,  I  do  not  think  it  proved  that  the  Plaintiff 
lid  go  to  reside  with  Dean  in  pursuance  of  the  deed ; 
ind  the  rather,  because  Mr.Manleyj  who  married  a 
lister  of  Mrs.  Hill  in  the  year  1818,  had  heard  nothing 
ibout  the  matter,  except  that  about  the  time  of  his 
marriage  the  Plaintiff  was  out  at  nurse  with  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Dean  ;  and  because  a  witness,  Pilker^  who  lived 
It  the  ^^  Seven  Stars"  when  Dean  took  the  house,  and 
continued  to  live  there,  remembers  the  boy  going  re- 
peatedly, but  does  not  recollect  his  ever  staying  in  the 
house  on  a  visit,  and  does  not  even  know  of  his  sleeping 
there,  though  he  might  have  done  so  without  the  witness 
knowing  it. 

But,  however  doubtful  it  may  be  whether  the  Plain- 
tiff ever  resided  with  Dean  after  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  or  otherwise  than  as  a  nurse  child,  it  is  clear,  that 
soon  after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  he  was  residing  with 
his  father  in  his  father's  house,  that  the  father  never 
afterwards  required  Dean  to  perform  the  covenants,  and 
that  the  Plaintiff's  condition  was  in  no  respect  changed, 
—his  stattis  remained  as  it  was,  —  he  was  educated  and 
brought  up  by  his  father;  and,  under  these  circum- 
stances, I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  intended  that  the 
covenants  of  the  deed  should  not  be  enforced ;  and  if  the 
deed  was  capable  of  being  abandoned,  I  think  that  it 
was  so. 

The 
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1839.  The  case  has  been  compared  to  that  of  a  &rtier 

^■^T^^^"^*^     purchasing  an  estate  in  the  name  of  his  son,  which 
V,  would  be  deemed  an  advancement,  if  no  contempora- 

neous  evidence  of  a  contrary  intention  were  produced ; 
but  in  such  cases  the  estate  has  become  vested  in  the  son 
by  the  act  of  the  father,  and  the  relation  which  subsisted 
between  father  and  son  is  deemed  evidence  to  rebut  the 
resulting  trust  which,  in  ordinary  cases,  would  prevaiL 
In  the  present  case  the  rights  of  the  parties  rested  on 
covenant  between  Hill  and  Dean:  HiU^  on  the  one 
hand,  was  purchasing  at  the  same  time  a  benefit  for  his 
son,  and  a  benefit  for  himself,  —  relief  from  his  o 
tion  to  maintain  and  provide  for  his  son ;  and  on  th< 
other  hand,  Dearij  in  undertaking  the  burden,  was 


have  not  only  the  lOOA,  if  that  were  really  intended^, 
but  also  the  gratification  of  that  afiection  which  th 
Plaintiff  has  produced  witnesses  to  establish,  and  wasL 
to  leave  his  property  to  a  boy  educated  and  brought  u 
by  himself. 


There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  it  was  the  refusal  < 
Dean  which  occasioned  the  non-performance   of 


deed :  for  any  thing  that  appears  to  the  contrary.  Hi 
may  have  refused  to  part  with  his  son,  or  having 
with  him,  may  at  a  very  early  period  have  insisted 
taking  him  back  again ;  and  if  he  did  so.  Dean  co 
scarcely  have  been  compelled  to  perform  that  part 
the  covenant  which  was  still  in  his  powen 


If  Dean  had,  in  pursuance  of  the  deed,  taken  the 
home  and  brought  him  up,  there  would  have  been  a  pa. 
performance  altering  the  condition  in  life  of  the  boy 
and  in  such  circumstances  I  incline  to  think  that  ttsi^ 
Court  would  not  have  permitted  the  father  to  take  hinM 
back  to  his  prejudice,  and  would   have  compelled  « 
complete  performance  of  the  covenants  in  his  fiivour; 


I « 
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bnt  this  state  of  circumstances  never  arose,  there  was  no  18S9. 
appreciable  part  performance  of  those  parts  of  the  cove* 
nants  which  affected  the  boy :  if  taken  from  home  at  all, 
it  was  for  a  very  short  time,  and  no  more  altered  his 
condition  in  life,  than  merely  sending  him  out  as  a  nurse 
child  would  have  done.  After  the  boy  returned  home, 
I  think  that  Dean  could  not  have  compelled  the  father 
to  send  him  back;  and  if  the  father  refused  to  give  up 
the  son,  and  Dean  could  not  have  had  the  benefit  (if 
thought  one)  of  that  material  part  of  the  arrangement, 
I  think  that  he  could  not  be  compelled  to  give  his  pro- 
perty to  a  person  whom  he  had  not  been  permitted  to 
educate,  though  he  had  stipulated  to  give  it  to  the  same 
person,  under  an  arrangement  by  which  he  was  to  be 
allowed  to  educate  him. 

On  the  whole,  I  consider  that  this  was  an  arrange- 
ment which,  if  not  performed  to  an  extent  to  alter  the 
condition  in  life  and  expectations  of  the  Plaintiff,  might 
have  been  put  an  end  to  by  an  agreement  between  Dean 
and  HiUf  and  I  think  that  the  evidence  shews  that  it 
was  put  an  end  to.  The  means  indeed,  or  the  arrange- 
ments made  between  the  parties  for  the  purpose,  do  not 
appear,  and  a  considerable  degree  of  mystery  hangs 
about  the  whole  transaction ;  but  it  being  clear  that  the 
condition  in  life  of  the  Plaintiff^  was  never  altered,  and 
no  expectation  of  his  ever  defeated;* and  that  for  the 
several  years  after  the  date  of  the  deed,  during  which 
both  Hill  and  Dean  lived,  the  deed  was  not  acted  upon, 
I  think  there  is  sufficient  ground  to  presume  that  it 
was  abandoned,  and  that  with  respect  to  the  consider- 
ation, if  any  was  paid,  all  that  was  necessary  was  done 
mutually  to  release  the  parties;  and  I  think  that  this 
presumption  is  not  rebutted  by  the  single  fact,  that 
the  deed  itself  was  found  uncancelled  among  expired 

patents 
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I8S9.        patents  and  other  documents  considered  to  be  wholly 

useless. 

Bill  dismissed* 


Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,   December  24tfa9 
18S9. 


JvfyZQ. 

Where  a 
Plaintiff  wil- 
fully misre- 
presents his 
place  of  resi- 
dence on  the 
record,  he  will 
be  ordered  to 
cire  security 
K>r  costs,  but 
this  nile  does 
not  extend  to 
cases  where  it 
is  done  inno- 
cently and 
from  mere 
error. 


SIMPSON  V.  BURTON. 

rpmS  bill  was  filed,  on  the  6th  of  nhne  18S9,  b; 

Henry  Adam  Simpson,  described  as  "  of  No.  S, 
genfs  Terrace,  Regent  Street,  Lambeth,  in  the  coun^ 
Middlesex,  water-gilder,"  and  by  James  Simpson  of 
Church  Street,  Lambeth  aforesaid,  plumber." 

It  was  now  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  th 
the  Plainti£&  should  give  security  for  costs  on  the  groum 
that  they  had  incorrectly  described  their  residences 
the  bill. 


The  affidavit  in  support  of  the  application  shewed 
that  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  neither  of  the 
were,  nor  had  they  been  for  some  time  previously,  resi 
dent  at  the  places  stated  on  the  bill. 

» 

The  Plaintiff*  H.  A.  Simpson,  in  answer  to  the  appli 

cation,  made  an  affidavit  stating,  ^^  that  at  the  time  o 
filing  the  bill,  and  some  time  previous  thereto,  he^ 
consequence  of  his  being  engaged  in  difierent  parts  o; 
the  neighbourhood  of  London,  in  his  business  of  water-— 
gilder,  &c,  had  no  fixed  place  of  residence,  and  that:- 
the  place  mentioned  in  the  bill  was  the  best  address  hc^ 
could  then  give,  and  the  only  one  where  he  was  likeljr" 
to  be  heard  of  for  any  length  of  time." 

Jame^ 
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Jamet  Simpson^  by  bis  a£Bdavit,  stated,  '^  that  at  the        1839. 

time  of  the  filins:  of  the  bill  in  this  cause^  he  had  not     ^"^^^^^ 

°  Simpson 

any  settled  or  fixed  place  of  residence,  as  he  was  travel-      _   o. 
ling  about  the  country  to  get  his  livelihood,  and  could 
always  be  heard  of  at  No.  22,  Church  Street jLambeth^ 
his  residence  stated  in  the  bill,  and  where  he  was  in  the 
habit  of  referring  for  his  address." 

They  both  stated  that  the  addresses  mentioned  in  the 
biU  were  given  for  the  reasons  stated,  and  not  in  order 
to  enable  them  to  evade  the  process  of  the  Court. 

The  Defendant's  solicitor,  on  the  2d  of  c^i^,  applied  to 
the  Plaintiffs'  solicitor,  by  letter,  for  their  addresses, 
who  stated  that  he  would  apply  to  the  Plaintiff,  and 
ascertain  if  they  had  changed  their  addresses ;  and  he 
accordingly  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  H.  A*  Simpson^  ad- 
dressed to  him  at  No.  3.  Regenfs  Terrace.  On  the  3d 
of  Jidy  notice  of  this  motion  was  given,  and  shortly 
afterwards  H*  A.  Simpson  called  on  his  solicitor  in  con- 
sequence of  the  letter. 

The  present  residences  were  stated  in  their  a£Bdavits. 

Mr.  KindersUyj  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  Pemberiorij  contrd. 

Sandys  v.  Long  (a),  Fraser  v.  Palmer  (i),  Daniel  v. 
Sargon  (c),  were  cited ;  and  see  Bailey  v.  Gundrey  (d) 
and  Calvert  v.  Day.  {e) 


The 


(a)  8  My.  4  K.  487.    t.  c.         (c)  V.  C.  HiL  term,  1859. 
7  5Smi.  140.  (d)  1  Keen,  S3, 

{b)  3  r.  4-  Col.  279.  (e)  2  F.  <|  Col.  217. 
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18  39.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls.     There  can  be  no  doubt 

^*^"V"^^  ik  that  it  is  the  duty  of  a  Plaintiff  to  state  his  place  erf 

V.  residence  truly  and  accurately  at  the  time  he  files  his 

BuBTOM.      jjjj]^  ^jjj  jf^  gjp  ijjg  purpose  of  avoiding  all  access  to 

him,  he  wilfully  misrepresents  his  residence,  he  will  be 
ordered  to  give  security  for  costs.  I  do  not  think  the 
rule  extends  to  a  case  where  he  has  done  so  innocently 
and  from  mere  error.  The  Plaintiffi,  I  think  from  the 
evidence,  acted  wrong;  at  the  time  when  the  bill  was 
filed,  they  were  neither  of  them  residing  at  the  places 
stated  upon  the  record ;  but  did  they  describe  them- 
selves wrong  with  a  view  of  misleading  any  person  ?  It 
appears,  that  when  the  Defendant  went  to  search  for 
them  at  the  places  stated  on  the  bill,  they  could  not  be 
found  there^  and  he  certainly  received  answers  which 
were  very  unsatisfactory ;  but  when  the  Defendant  ap- 
plied to  their  solicitor,  the  latter  wishing  to  commu- 
nicate with  the  Plaintiffs,  wrote  to  one  of  them  at  the 
very  place  designated  by  the  record ;  the  Defendant 
would  not  wait  for  the  answer,  which  did,  however^ 
come  in  consequence  of  the  letter  addressed  to  that 
place.  The  Plaintifis  are  not  out  of  the  jurisdiction^ 
their  residence,  which  was  found  by  means  of  the  de- 
scription on  the  record,  is  now  stated,  and  under  these 
circumstances,  I  think  that  I  ought  not  to  make  the 
order  asked;  seeing,  however,  at  the  same  time,  that 
these  Plaintiffs  have  not  truly  described  themselves  upon 
the  record  as  they  ought  to  have  done,  it  is  impossible 
for  me  to  give  them  any  costs. 
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WILLIS  V.  KIBBLE.  J^y  9. 


THHE  testator  in  this  cause  by  his  will  devised  and  At«tatorde- 

-^    bequeathed  all  his  real  and  leasehold  estates  to  gueathedhis 

John  Kibble  and  Joseph  Randolpkj  upon  certain  trusts,  for  fre«*Jold  and 

sale,  and  his  will  contained  the  followini;  clause:—*  estate  to  trus- 

^*  And  I  declare  that  my  said  trustees  respectively  shall  JJ^  he  "del. 

be  entitled  to  have  and  receive  out  of  the  trust-monies  clared  that  his 

ill  costs,  charges  and  expences,  fees  to  counsel,  and  for  spectively 

advice,  and  for  professional  assistance,  and  loss  of  time,  spould  be  en- 
titled to  have 
that  may  be  paid,  incurred,  sustained  or  occasioned  in  and  receive^ 

or  about  the  execution  of  the  said  trusts,  or  in  anywise  p"*o*^thc 

'  "^  tnist-monieSy 

relating  thereto.^*  all  costs, 

charges  and 

expences,  fees ' 

John  Kibble  was  a  land  agent    After  the  testator's  to  counsel  and 

death,  he  took  upon  himself  the  active  management  of  forprofe^ 

the  testator's  estates  and  property,  and  superintended  sjonal  as- 
,  .«  iici...*»i  .    Bwtance,  and 

the  repaurs,  &c.;  and  before  the  institution  of  the  suit  loss  of  time, 

bad  effected  sales  of  forty-four  lots  of  the  property.  paid,  incurred, 

•^  r     tr      J  sustained  or 

occasioned  in 
By  this  petition,  which  stated  he  had  been  employed  exw^on  of 
one  hundred  and  thirty-eight  entire  days,  besides  parts  the  said  trusts 
of  other  days,  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  will,  relating  thm- 
he  sought  a  declaration,  that  he  might  be  allowed,  in  ^**    ^® ®^ 
passing  his  accounts,  the  sum  of  289^  165.  for  his  loss  was  aland 
of  time,  at  the  rate  of  two  guineas  a  day.  h"e^SSS^*^ 

tend^  the 

Mr.  Partyj  in  support  of  the  petition.  wid^Mfeof 

the  estates : 

Mr.  Stinton  and  Mr.  T,  H.  Hail,  contra,  contended  that  was  entitled 

the  law  was  now  clearly  settled  that  a  trustee  was  not  ^  ?  compen- 

7  sauon  for  lost 

entitled  to  a  remuneration  for  his  loss  of  time,  Moore  v.  of  time. 

Framd; 
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jProttxf  (a);  that  the  compensation  *^for  loss  of  time,'' 
referred  to  by  the  testator,  was  that  of  counsel  and  pro- 
fessional men  employed,  and  not  of  the  trustee. 

Mr,  Pam/j  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  that,  upoo  tbe 
terms  of  the  will,  the  petitioner  was  entitled  to  rano- 
neration  for  his  loss  of  time,  and  that  it  must  be  refisned 
to  the  Master  to  settle  the  amount;  but  as  the  petitiaier 
had  made  no  claim  by  his  answer,  and  had  thus  ffwa 
no  opportunity  of  referring  the  matter  to  the  Master, 
when  the  case  was  before  the  Court  on  a  former  oo*^ 
casion,  he  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  petition. 

(a)  3  Miflne  4*  Cr*  45.,  and  see  CoUhu  y.  Carey,  paL 


Aug,  10. 


MILLS  V.  FINLAY. 


"lY^R.  EDWARD  RICE  had  been  employed  a» 


A  client  de- 
posited with        I  w  ■ 
bii  solicitor     -*-'-■'  solicitor  for  the  Plainti£P,  Captain  Mills,  in  thii 

thetitle^eeds  g„;t,  ^  ^hjci,  Mr.  R.  had  been  made  a  Defendant,  in 

ot  &n  est&tey 

to  secure  a       consequence  of  his  having  a  charge  on  the  shares  of 

then  du™  Ml?  Captain  Mills  and  his  sisters,  for  securing  any  advances 
certain  costs     not  exceeding  2000/.     In  respect  of  this  charge^  Mr. 

tSrCoSJl^'  JErfioard  Rice,  in  August,  18S8,  received  2143/. 
the  petition  of 

ordered  the  Captain  Mitts  became  the  purchaser  of  certain  free- 
deeds  to  be  i,q1(J  property  under  the  decree;   and  on  the  Sd  of 
dehvered  up  ■       i 
to  the  client.  August  he  deposited  the  title-deeds  with  Mr.  E.  Bice, 

hito  Court  af   *"^  ^^  ^^^  ^°^®  ^^^  signed  the  following  memoran- 

sum  sufficient  dmn: 

to  cover  the 

.solicitor's  claim,  and  directed  the  usual  taxation. 
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dum  :  —  "  Mr.  Rice,  I  hereby  admit  myself  to  be  in- 
debted to  you  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  and  thirty-one 
pounds,  four  shillings  and  four  pence,  exclusive  of  the 
costs  incurred  by  Gibbon,  and  of  completing  the  purchase 
of  the  freehold  houses  bought  by  me  at  the  sale  Mills  v. 
Finlay,  and  do  hereby,  as  security  for  the  payment  thereof, 
with  5  per  cent,  authorize  you  to  obtain  and  retain  the 
title-deeds  relating  thereto,  upon  your  releasing  iivhat,  if 
Emy,  security  you  may  have  against  me  personally,  on  the 
several  shares  of  my  late  sisters,  Louisa  and  Emmeline. 
This  memorandum  is  to  be  taken  as  subject  to  the  law- 
costs  being  examined  by  me,  and  in  the  event  of  any 
mistake,  to  be  corrected  accordingly. 

3d  August,  1838.  Jas,  Mills.*' 


1839. 


Some  other  transactions  and  proceedings  took  place 
between  Captain  Mills  and  Mr.  Rice,  and  Captain  Mills 
afterwards  changed  his  solicitor.  Being  unable  to  obtain 
a  settlement  of  the  accounts  between  him  and  Mr.  Rice, 
he  presented  a  special  petition,  praying  that  on  payment 
by  him  into  Court  of  the  sum  of  350/.,  or  such  other 
sum  as  the  Court  should  direct,  Mr.  Rice  should  deliver 
up  the  title-deeds,  papers  and  writings,  belonging  to  the 
petitioner,  and  for  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  tax  the 
bills  of  Mr.  Rice,  and  ascertain  the  amount  due  to  him, 
in  respect  of  all  his  claims  from  the  petitioner,  and  for 
consequential  directions. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  «7.  Moore,  for  the  petitioner. 


Mr.  Stinton,  contra,  contended  that  this  application 
was  irregular  in  form,  as  the  petitioner  might  have 
obtained  the  order  of  course  for  the  taxation  of  his 
solicitor's  bills,  without  coming  to  the  Court  on  a 
special  petition ;  and  secondly,  that  it  was  contrary  to 
the  practice  of  the  Court  to  order  the  delivery  up  of 

Vol.  I.  O  o  deeds 
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deeds  deposited  as  a  security,  before  the  money  had 
actually  been  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  party  holdiog 
them  as  a  security,  (a) 

Mr.  Pembertony  in  reply,  said  there  was  this  special^ 
in  the  case,  —  it  was  a  dealing  between  a  solicitor  and 
his  client. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  do  not  consider  this  application  irregular :  a  solicitor 
holds  these  title-deeds  as  a  security  for  the  whole  of  his 
claim,  and  what  is  asked  is,  that  he  may  give  up  the 
deeds  on  payment  into  Court  of  a  sum  sufficient  to  corer 
that  claim.  This  being  done,  I  do  not  think  the  soli* 
citor  ought  to  be  permitted  to  retain  the  deeds. 

I  have  no  doubt,  except  as  to  the  sum  to  be  p&id 
into  Court.  I  think  that  Mr.  Rice  has  a  right  to  have 
the  full  amount  paid  in ;  and  if  he  will  inform  the 
Court,  by  affidavit,  that  the  sum,  which  appears  from 
the  affidavit  filed  in  support  of  the  petition  to  be  due,  is 
inadequate,  I  will  see  that  he  has  a  sum  paid  into  Court 
sufficient  to  cover  his  claim  and  to  secure  him.  He  is 
the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  and  I  look  upon  him  wholly  in 
that  character  on  this  occasion. 

My  intention  is  that  he  should  have  full  security;  bnt 
it  would  be  unjust  to  allow  him  to  retain  his  client's 
title-deeds,  if  a  sum  of  monev  sufficient  to  meet  the 
whole  of  his  demands  is  deposited  in  Court. 

(c)  See  Livesey  y.  Harding,  ant^,  J43.y  and  the  cases  there  cited. 
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TAWNEY  V.  WARD.  June  27. 

Jll/5^  19.23,24. 

rjlHOMAS  GHORST  TAWNEY,  the  testator  in  Atestatdr 
-^    this    cause,   at   the  date  of  his   will,    had    three  property^to" 

infant  children,  Thomas,  James  and  Anne.  nis  wife  while 

unmarried, 
and  after  her 

By  his  will,  he  gave  his  stock  in  the  funds  and  his  ^^?f^  ^^  ^^^ 
farm  to  a  trustee,  whom  he  also  appointed  executor,  on  ^^  then  living:" 
trusts,    which   he   declared   as    follows :  —  **  First,    to  "  ndren"iving 
employ  Mr.  Webster  to  put  the  above  funds  and  farm  at  that  time, 
under  the  care  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  order  to  tj,ke,  unless 

my  said  trustees  payinfr  all  the  interest  and  rent  as  they  ^'  appeared 

"  .  .  upon  the  con- 

become  due  to  my  dear  wife,  so  long  as  she  remains  un-  struction  of 

married;    but  if  she  marries,  then  such  payments  to  ^"^  whole 
cease,  except  my  children,  as  seems  very  likely  and  I  effectuate  a 
hope,  will  live  with   their  mother,    then  a  handsome  appearing  in 
allowance  shall  be  continued  to  be  paid  so  long  as  my  p^her  parts  of 
said  child  or  children  shall  live  with  their  mother,  who,  words  **'  then 
upon  all  occasions  of  difficulty,  will  apply  to  their  ex-  h^ing"  ought 

cellent  as  repugnant, 
or  to  be  quali- 
fied in  order  to  give  effect  to  other  words  inconsistent  with  them. 

A  testator,  having  three  children,  gave  his  property  to  his  wife  so  long  as  she 
lived  unmarried,  and  if  she  married  and  her  children  resided  with  her,  an  allow- 
ance was  to  be  made  to  her ;  and  **  after  her  decease  the  testator  bequeathed  his 
property  equally  between  his  children  then  living;**  he  directed  his  farm  to  be 
allotted  as  part  of  his  son  Thomas's  share,  and  **  he  wished  whoever  might  enjoy  his 
farm,  if  unfortunately  his  children  should  fail  of  heirs,"  should  take  his  name;  and 
he  directed  his  daughter's  share  to  be  secured  for  her  separate  use.  The  son  died  in 
the  life  of  the  mother :  Held,  that  he  took  no  interest  in  the  property. 

The  testator  desired  his  daughter's  share  to  be  secured  in  the  funds,  and  for  his 
trustee  to  pay  her  the  dividends ;  and  he  wished  that  neither  the  principal  or  in- 
terest of  the  funds  should  be  subject  to  the  control  of  any  husband  she  might 
marry,  but  that  the  same  should  stand  subject  to  her  will  only,  properly  executed, 
whether  covert  or  sole,  at  her  decease:  held,  that  the  daughter  took  an  absolute 
interest  for  her  separate  use. 

A  feme  bein^  entitled  to  a  reversionary  interest  in  property  for  her  separate  use, 
both  she  and  her  intended  husband  separately  covenanted  to  settle  any  property 
which  she,  or  her  husband  in  her  right,  was  or  might  become  entitled  to,  upon  cer- 
tain trusts  :  the  above  interest  having  fallen  into  possession,  held»  that  it  was  sub- 
ject to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 

Oo  2 


Wabd. 


564  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S9.        cellent  mother  for  advice.     If  my  dear  wife  continoes 

^"^ar^"^^^^      unmarried  she  shall  receive  the  whole  rent  and  divi- 
Tawnet 

V.  dends  as  long  as  she  lives;  and  after  her  decease  I  oc' 

queath  my  ^property  equally  hetis^een  my  children  then 
living.  And  I  will  and  direct,  if  possible,  my  farm  may 
be  allotted  as  part  of  my  son  Thoma^s  share,  and  wish 
whoever  may  enjoy  this  farm,  if  unfortunately  my  children 
should  fail  of  heirs,  should  take  the  name  of  Tawney; 
and  after  the  order  of  reversion,  if  my  children  fail,  it 
shall  go  thus,  Thomas  Hardiman^  Francis  Hardimaa^ 
Tawney  Cutlack,  William  Cutlacky  and  their  male  heirs, 
—  legal  male  heirs.  My  daughter's  share  I  would  have 
secured  in  the  funds  thus:  —  for  my  excellent  trustee 
and  friend  to  pay  her  the  dividends  as  they  become 
due;  and  it  is  my  further  will  that  neither  principal  or 
interest  of  the  said  fund  here  bequeathed  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  control  or  debts  of  any  husband  she  may 
marry,  but  the  same  shall  stand  under  the  direction  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  subject  to  her  will  only,  pro- 
perly executed."  "  My  copyhold  lands  are  of  inherit- 
ance and  principally  bought  by  me,  but  I  have  made  a 
surrender  to  the  use  of  my  will,  though  my  son  Thomas 
would  take  them  without  a  will." 

The  testator's  three  children  survived  him :  T/iotnas 
attained  twenty-one,  but  died  in  January  1837,  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator's  widow  ;  Elizabeth  Tawney^  the 
widow  of  the  testator,  died  in  October  1837;  and  Jfl«^ 
and  Anne  survived  her. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon, 
on  the  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  contended  that  ThcmaS) 
notwithstanding  his  death  in  the  lifetime  of  his  mother, 
acquired  a  vested  interest  in  a  third  share  of  the  testa- 
tor's  property.     They  cited  Howgrave  v.  Cartier[ah 

Torres 

{a)  5  V.^B,19, 
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Torres  v.  Franco  (a),  Maitland  v.  Chalie{b\   Tucker  v.        18S9. 
Harris  (c),   Whatford  v.  Moore  (rf).    Woodcock   v.    7%^     ^t^^"^^^^ 

X  AWNEY 

i%<i^  of  Dorset  (^),  and  see  Wordsworth  v.  JFood^  ^05/.  «. 


Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Tumerj  contra,  for  the  Defend- 
ant Mrs.  Proctor  (the  daughter  Anne),  insisted,  that  on 
the  death  of  the  testator's  widow,  the  whole  property 
vested  in  equal  shares  in  the  two  children  then  living. 

Mr.  Teed,  for  the  Defendant  Ward. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  in  reply. 


Ward. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  July  19, 

The  word  "  then,"  which  is  used  by  the  testator, 
refers  to  the  time  of  his  wife's  death  ;  and  the  children 
who  were  living  at  that  time  are  the  only  children  to 
Cake  under  the  gift,  unless  it  should  appear,  that  upon 
the  true  construction  of  the  whole  will,  and  to  effectuate 
a  clear  intention  appearing  in  other  parts  of  it,  the 
words  "  then  living"  ought  to  be  rejected  as  repugnant, 
or  to  be  qualified  in  order  to  give  effect  to  other  words 
inconsistent  with  them. 

The  testator  gave  the  income  of  his  property  to  his 
wife  for  life,  only  in  the  event  of  her  continuing  unmar- 
ried ;  in  the  event  of  her  marrying,  he  directed  that  her 
income  should  cease,  unless  his  children  should  live 
with  her,  in  which  case  he  wished  a  handsome  allow- 
ance to  be  made ;  he  has  not  directed  what  was  to  be 
done  with  any  part  of  the  income,  in  the  event  of  his 

•wife 

{a)  1  Ruis.  4*  M.  G49.  (</)  7  Sim.  574.;  and  3  Mylne 

{b)  G  Mad  LMo.  4"  a  270. 

{c)  S  Sim,  538.  (e)  3  B.  C.  C.  569. 
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1839.  wife  marrying  and  all  or  any  of  the  children  not  choose 
ing  to  live  with  her.  It  is  evident  irom  this  and  other 
parts  of  the  will,  that  he  had  taken  a  very  imperfect 
view  of  the  contingencies  which  a  prudent  man  would 
have  provided  for ;  but  the  only  question  is,  whether 
there  is  any  thing  in  this  or  the  other  clauses  of  thewiU 
inconsistent  with  the  words  ^^  then  living/'  as  describing 
the  children  who  were  to  take  on  the  death  of  his  wile; 
and  I  think  that  all  which  can  be  collected  from  this 
clause  Is,  that  the  testator  wished  an  allowance  to  be 
made  to  his  wife  for  such  of  his  children  as  should  be 
living  and  residing  with  her  after  a  second  marriBge. 
He  has  not  provided  any  maintenance  for  the  children 
during  their  mother's  widowhood,  or  for  such  children 
as  might  not  reside  with  her  after  her  marriage ;  and  I 
think  that  no  inference  as  to  the  time  of  vesting  can  be 
deduced  from  so  imperfect  a  direction  as  this. 

Having  bequeathed  his  propeii;y  equally  between  bis 
children  living  at  the  death  of  his  wife,  he  had  par- 
ticular regard  to  the  shares  of  his  son  Thomas  and  bis 
daughter  Anne :  he  wished  Thomas  to  have  the  iaroi 
allotted  in  his  share,  and  he  wished  his  daughter's  share 
to  be  secured  in  the  funds,  and  he  gave  special  direc- 
tions as  to  each. 

As  to  the  son's  share  he  says,  **  I  will  and  direct,  if 
possible,  my  farm  may  be  allotted  as  part  of  my  son 
Thoma^s  share,  and  wish  whoever  may  enjoy  this  farni) 
if  unfortunately  my  children  should  fail  of  heirs,  should 
take  the  name  of  Tawney  ;  and  after  the  order  of  rever- 
sion, if  my  children  fail,  it  shall  go  thus :  —  Tk(0^ 
Hardtman^  Francis  Hardiman^  Tavmey  Cutlacky  Willu^ 
CuHack,  and  their  male  heirs  —  legal  male  heirs. 

Upon  this  it  may  be  observed,  that  if  the  share  of 
Thomas  had  been  intended  to  vest  on  the  testator's 

'    death 
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death,  there  would  have  been  no  contingency,  and  no  1839. 
difficulty  in  ordering  that  the  farm  should  be  taken  as 
part  of  it,  and  that  whatever  might  be  the  testator's  real 
meaning  when  he  used  the  subsequent  words,  there  is 
no  inconsistency  in  applying  them  to  the  event  of  Tho- 
mas  or  the  other  children  surviving  the  widow. 

As  to  the  daughter's  share  the  testator  says,  that  he 
would  have  it  secured  in  the  funds  thus  :  —  ^'  for  my  ex- 
cellent trustee  and  friend  to  pay  the  dividends  as  they 
become  due ;  and  it  is  my  further  will  that  neither  prin- 
cipal or  interest  of  the  said  funds  here  bequeathed  shall 
be  subject  to  the  control  or  debts  of  any  husband  she 
marries ;  but  the  same  shall  stand  under  the  direction 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  subject  to  her  will  only, 
properly  executed,  whether  covert  or  sole,  at  her  de- 
cease." 

It  is  very  improbable  that  the  testator  should  intend 
to  make  the  provision  for  bis  daughter  (who  might 
marry  and  die  leaving  children  in  the  lifetime  of  her 
mother)  wholly  depend  on  the  contingency  of  her  sur- 
viving the  mother.  It  is  more  probable  that  the  testator 
wholly  overlooked  several  possible  consequences  of  that 
which  he  was  directing;  and  I  cannot  say  that  his 
having  done  so,  and. the  fact  that  many  inconveniences 
might  have  ensued  from  his  using  the  words  '^then 
living,"  afford  a  reason  for  rejecting  them,  or  qualifying 
their  plain  and  direct  meaning;  and  I  think  that  I 
ought  to  declare,  that  according  to  the  true  intent  of 
the  will,  TJiomas,  having  died"  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator's  widow,  did  not  acquire  any  interest  in  the  tes« 

tator's  estate,  (a) 

•  Two 

(a)  Affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  January  1840. 
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18S9.  Two  further  questions  arose  in  this  cause. 


Ward. 


TPawney 

V.  The  testator,  by  his  will,  made  the  following  direc- 

tion as  to  the  share  of  his  daughter :  ^*  My  daughter's 
July  23,  24.    share  I  would  have  secured  in  the  funds  thus,  for  my 
The  testator     excellent  trustee  and  friend  to  pay  her  the  dividends  as 
daughter's        they  become  due ;  and  it  is  my  further  will  that  neither 

share  to  be  principal  or  interest  of  the  said  funds 'here  bequeathed 
secured  in  the     ,    „  :  .  i         i  i         r  l     i_      j 

funds,  and  for  shall  be  subject  to  the  control  or  debts  of  any  husband 

*^a  her  tTe  di-  ^^^  "^^^  marry,  but  the  same  shall  stand  under  the 
vidends;  and  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  street  to  her  will 
neither  the       ^^^  properly  executed^  whether  covert  or  sole,  at  her 

principal  or       decease." 
interest  of  the        • 
« funds  should 

be  subject  to         gy  ^^  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  Anne 

the  control  -^  ° 

of  any  hus-       Twwiiey^  the  daughter  of  the  testator,  with  Mr.  Proctor^ 

m^ght^marry,  ^^^®^  ^"  ^^^^»  ^^^^  reciting  the  title  of  Anne  Tawtiey 
but  that  the  to  certain  other  funded  and  leasehold  property  therein 
stand  subject    paiticulary  specified ;  and  after  therein  reciting,  *'  that 

to  her  will  ^^  g^j  j  ^fme  Tawney  would  also,  under  or  by  virtue 
only,  properly  *^  "^ 

executed,         of  the  will  of  her  late  father,   Thomas  G.  Tawney  de- 

whether  co-  ceased,  become  entitled,  in  the  event  of  her  surviving 
at  her  de-  her  mother,  to  one  third  part  or  share,  or  some  greater 
that  the  '  P^^^  ^^  share,  of  certain  personal  estate  and  effects,  and 
daughter  took  of  certain  copyhold  estates  or  the  value  thereof  in 
interest  for       money,  but  that  the  share  of  the  said  Anne  Tawney 

her  separate  therein,  was  directed  by  the  said  testator  to  be  secured 
use.  .  ^      ^ 

A  feme  be-    in  the  funds  thus,  viz.  for  his  trustee  to  pay  her  the  di- 

i"L«^!lL««-^  vidends  as  they  became  due:  and  that  it  was  his  will 
a  reversionary  "^  ' 

interest  in  that  neither  principal  or  interest  of  the  said  funds 
her  separate      should  be  subject  to  the  control  or  debts  of  any  hus- 

use,  both  she  band  she  married,  but  that  the  same  should  stand  under 
and  her  in- 
tended hus-  the 
band  sepa- 
rately covenanted  to  settle  any  property  which  she,  or  her  husband  in  her  right 
might  become  entitled  to,  upon  certain  trusts:  the  above  interest  having  fallen 
into  possession,  Held,  thut  it  was  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 
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the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  subject  to  her 
will  only,  properly  executed,  whether  covert  or  sole,  at 
her  decease;*'  and  after  further  reciting,  that  on  the  treaty 
for  the  said  marriage,  it  was  agreed  that  the  other  property 
particularly  specified  should  be  transferred  to  trustees, 
and  that  Thomas  Proctor  and  Anne  Tawney  should  enter 
into  the  covenants  thereinafter  on  their  parts  contained ; 
the  other  property  particularly  specified  was  assigned  to 
trustees,  upon  trust  for  the  wife  for  life,  for  her  separate 
use,  without  power  of  anticipation ;  with  remainder  to 
the  children  of  the  marriage ;  with  remainder  over.  And 
JTiomas  Proctor^  for  himself,  &c.,  and  Anne  Tawney^ 
for  herself,  &c.,  covenanted  with  the  trustees,  that 
in  case  the  said  intended  marriage  should  be  had  and 
solemnized,  they  would  well  and  effectually  convey  to 
trustees  ^^  all  such  real  and  all  such  personal  estate  and 
effects  whatsoever,  other  than  the  personal  estate  and 
effects  therein-before  assigned  and  mentioned  to  be 
transferred  as  aforesaid,  as  the  said  Anne  Tawney  then 
was,  or  at  the  time  of  the  solemnization  of  the  said  in- 
tended marriage  might  be  seized  of  or  entitled  unto,  or 
as  she,  or  the  said  Thomas  Proctor  in  her  right,  might,  at 
any  time  or  times  during  the  said  intended  coverture, 
become  seized  of  or  entitled  to^  in  possession,  reversion, 
remainder  or  expectancy,"  upon  trust  to  sell  and  invest 
the  produce  thereof,  and  stand  possessed  of  the  secu- 
rities, upon  the  same  trusts  as  were  therein-before 
declared  of  the  other  property  particularly  specified, 
thereinbefore  transferred  and  assigned. 


1839. 


Two  questions  were  raised  on  these  instruments; 
first,  as  to  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  Antie  Tawfiey 
under  the  will  of  her  father ;  and  secondly,  whether  that 
uiterest  was  bound  by  the  covenant  contained  in  the 
settlement  made  on  her  marriage. 


On 
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On  the  one  hand  it  was  contended,  that  by  the  terms 
of  the  gifty  Mrs.  Proctor  took  an  absolute  interest  in  the 
property,  which  therefore  became  subject  to  the  trusts 
of   her    marriage    settlement;    EUon    v.    Sh€phard(a) 
Hales  V.  Margerum  (i) :  in  the  former  case,  property 
being  given  to  a  Jime  caoeri  for  her  separate  use,  and 
whenever  she  should  die,  to  be  absolutely  in  her  own 
power  to  dispose  of  by  will,  &c«,  to  any  person,  with  a 
gift  over  in  case  of  failure  of  appointment,  it  was  held, 
that  the  property  ^^  was  to  all  intents  and  purposes  the 
absolute  property  of  the  married  woman,  as  fuUy  as  any 
married  woman  could  enjoy  an  absolute  gift,  and  merely 
qualified  in  respect  of  her  situation  as  a  married  woman, 
lest  upon  her  death  it  should  go  to  her  husband."    It 
was  said  that  this  decision  was  the  stronger,  as  there 
was  a  gift  over  in  default  of  appointment. 


On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended,  that  the  daugh- 
ter took  a  life  interest  only,  with  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment by  her  will,  and  that  being  settled  to  her  separate 
use,  it  was  not  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  (c) 

Mr.  Pembertofiy  Mr.  G.  Turner^  Mr.  Tinney,  Mr. 
Busk  and  Mr.  G.  Richards,  for  different  parties. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
daughter  took  an  absolute  interest  for  her  separate  use, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  property  was  subject  to  the  trusts 
of  her  marriage  settlement. 

(fl)  1  Bro,  C,  C.  532.  2  Mylne  4r  Cr.  254.;  and  Btm^ 

(h)  3  fVi.  299.,  and  see  Archi-  las  v.   Congreve^   1  Keen^  425.; 

haldy,  W right y  9  5t7?i,  161.,  and  Graffiei^\,IIumpage,antep,4S»i 

the  cases  there  cited.  and  J^mes  v.  Durant,  pott, 
(c)  See   Thornton  v.  Bright, 
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18S9. 

TAYLOR  V.  SCRIVENS.  -^""^  «• 

TN  this   case   it  was   alleged,   that  the  Accountant-  A  cheque  of 
"^  General's  cheque  given  to  the  solicitor  for  his  costs,  ant-General 

and  dated  in  April  1838,   had  been   accidentally  de-  was  alleged  to 

-'^  '  ^  "^  have  been 

stroyed,  and  it  was  stated  to  be  the  practice  of  the  Ac-  accidentally 
countant-General's  office  not  to  issue  a  second  cheque,  ^lirdourt, 
except  authorized  by  the  Court.     It  was  also  stated  to  though  not 

s&tisfifid  with 

be  the  practice  not  to  pay  the  Accountant-General's  the  evidence 

cheques,  if  more  than  a  year  old.  o/*t8  deatnic- 

*  "    ,  tion,  directed 

the  issue  of  a 
Mr.  WiUcock  now  applied  to  the  Court  for  an  order  new  cheque, 

for  issuing  a  second  cheque ;  relying  on  a  case  of  Struit  ^^^ theo^her 

V.  Finch  {a) ;  the  application  was  supported  by  affidavits,  cheque,  being 

more  than  a 

year  old, 

JTie  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  the  evidence  of  would  not  be 

•^  '  ,  paidifpre- 

the  destruction  of  the  cheque  was  unsatisfactory,  but  he  sented. 
should  make  the  order,  on  the  ground  of  the  practice  of 
not  paying  the  Accountant- General's  cheques  after  the 
expiration  of  A  limited  time* 

(a)  L.  C.  25th  Nov.  1837. 


T 


TENCH  V.  CHEESE.  ^^7; 

HIS  was  a  case  of  exceptions  for  impertinence,  taken  An  exception 
to  the  further  answer  of  the  Defendant  Cheese,  to  ^^eVcTm^st'bc 

the  Plaintiff's  bill  filed  for  the  administration  of  the  real  supported  m 

,  totdy  or  will 
and  fail  alto- 
gether. 
Where,  by  the  bill,  a  Defendant  is  called  upon  to  set  forth,  in  the  ordinary  form, 
and  without  any  limitation  being  suggested  by  the  Plaintifl^  a  schedule  of  deeds  in  his 
posses&ioD,  it  is  not  impertinent  to  state  the  names  of  the  parties  to  the  deeds,  in 
addition  to  the  dates  and  description  of  the  estates  to  which  they  relate. 
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Tench 

V. 

Cheese* 
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and  personal  estate  of  a  testator,  and  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  new  trustee* 

By  the  bill  the  Plaintiff  called  upon  the  Defendant, 
in  the  usual  manner,  ^^  to  set  forth  a  full  and  true  list  or 
schedule "  of  all  the  deeds,  papers  and  writings  relatr 
ing  to  the  matters  in  question  which  were  in  his  posses- 
sion or  power. 

The  Defendant  annexed  to  his  first  answer,  a  sche- 
dule of  deeds,  making  no  admission  as  to  the  possession 
of  any  specific  vouchers  or  papers,  but  admitting  gene- 
rally that  he  had  divers  papers,  &c.,  without  specifying 
them,  which  he  offered  to  produce,  alleging  that  they 
were  very  numerous,  and  could  not  be  set  out  with- 
out great  and  unnecessary  expense*  This  answer  not 
being  satisfactory,  the  Plaintiff  took  six  exceptions  for 
insufficiency,  on  that  as  well  as  other  grounds :  one  of 
such  exceptions  related  to  the  books  and  papers. 

The  Defendant  put  in  a  further  answer,  the  schedule 
of  deeds  annexed  to  which  occupied  more  than  seventy 
brief  sheets  of  paper,  and  was  in  the  following  form: — 

As  to  all  those  three  pieces  or  parcels  of 
land,  situate  at  A,  in  the  county  of  B. 

July  15  and  16,  1830.  —  Indentures  of  lease  and  re- 
lease of  these  dates  [the  release  made  between  Jl  D. 
of  C.  in  the  East  Indies,  Esq.,  by  J,  H.  T.  of  & 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  Esq.,  his  attorney  of 
the  first  part,  J.  S.  of  the  city  of  i/.,  Esq.,  of  the 
second  part,  F.  L,  B,  of  the  same  place,  gentleman, 
of  the  third  part,  and  A.  W.  of  L.  House^  in  the 
county  of  Hereford,  Esq.,  of  the  fourth  part,  and 
A.  TV.  of  L,  Hotise,  in  the  county  of  Hereford^  Esq., 

of  the  fifth  part] 

July 


Cheese. 
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Juhf  16th,   1830.  —  Bond   of  indemnity   of  this  date         1838. 

[from  the  said  J.  Z).  /.  and  W,  TV,  B.  of  London.      ^^^"^ 
*-  Tench 

Esq.,  to  the  said  «/.  <S.,  against  Mrs.  Z).'s  right  to  r. 

dower.] 

The  other  deeds  relating  to  the  same  property  here 
followed,  and  were  set  out  in  the  same  manner. 

As  to  the  other  properties,  the  same  method  was 
observed  in  the  setting  out  the  tide  deeds  relating  to 
them. 

The  Plaintiff  complaining  that  the  deeds  therein  men- 
tioned were  described  too  minutely,  filed  exceptions  for 
impertinence,  insisting  that  the  parts  between  brackets 
had  been  unnecessarily  set  forth,  and  were  impertinent* 
The  form  in  which  the  exceptions  for  impertinence  were 
taken,  was  very  similar  to  that  in  fVagstaffy.  Bryan  (a), 
namely,  that  from  a  particular  word  in  a  particular  page 
of  the  office  copy  to  a  stated  word  in  a  subsequent  page, 
the  answer  was  impertinent. 

The  exceptions  were  432  in  number,  and  it  appear- 
ing that  about  forty-six  of  them  related  to  repetitions  of 
descriptions  which  wer6  contained  in  the  schedule  to 
the  first  answer,  those  exceptions  were  submitted  to  and 
allowed ;  the  remaining  exceptions,  ^bout  382  in  num- 
ber, were  disallowed  by  the  Master,  and  were  brought 
before  the  Court  on  exceptions  to  his  report. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Beavan,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Heberden,  for  the  Defendant. 

The 

(a)  1  Rttu.  if  My.  is. 
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1839. 


Aug,  7. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  he  would  enquire  is 
to  the  practice ;  he  had  some  recollection  of  a  practice 
of  stating  in  the  bill  the  extent  of  discovery  required, . 
sometimes  asking  for  the  dates  only,  and  sometimes  the 
short  material  contents  of  the  deed ;  sometimes  it  wm 
expressly  stated  that  neither  the  contents  or  names  of 
parties  or  dates  were  required  to  be  set  forth,  where  it 
was  apprehended  that  the  interrogatories,  if  not  so  re- 
strained, would  lead  to  a  schedule  like  the  present. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  exceptions,  and  of  the 
matter  of  which  they  complain,  it  appears  that  many  of 
the  descriptions  of  the  deeds  are  unnecessarily  prolix, 
and  contain  particulars  not  absolutely  necessary  for  the 
distinct  specification  of  the  deeds,  and  in  that  sense  parts 
of  them  may  be  considered  impertinent ;  but  by  the  role 
established  in  Wagstqff  v.  Bryan  (a),  and  ever  since  acted 
upon,  each  exception  for  impertinence  must  be  supported 
in  totOy  or  must  fail  altogether ;  and  consequently,  if  any 
part  of  the  matter  complained  of  &s  impertinent;  is  not 
so,  the  whole  exception  fails,  though  some  part  of  the 
matter  complained  of  be  in  fact  impertinent;  and  upon 
the  application  of  this  rule  to  the  numerous  exceptions 
in  this  case,  the  whole  question  is  reduced  to  this,  whe- 
ther a  schedule  of  deeds,  which  the  Defendant  is  called 
upon  to  set  forth  in  the  ordinary  form,  and  without  any 
limitation  being  required  or  suggested  by  the  Plainti£^ 
is  impertinent,  because  the  Defendant,  in  describing  the 
deeds,  has,  in  addition  to  tlie  date  of  the  deed,  and  the 
estate  or  subject  to  which  it  relates,  set  forth  the  names 
of  the  parties.     The  Plaintiff  'contends,  that  the  De- 
fendant having  mentioned  the  estate  to  which  the  deed 

relates, 
(a)  1  Ruts,  tj-  Afylne,  30. 
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relates,  ought  not  to  describe  the  deed  otherwise  than 
by  stating  the  date,  and  that  it  is  impertinent  to  add  the 
names  of  the  parties.  The  Defendant  insists,  that  in 
many  instances,  it  is  absolutely  necessary,  for  the  distinct 
specification  of  the  deed,  to  name  the  parties,  and  that 
it  is  not  impertinent  to  do  so  in  any  case. 

And  when  the  question  is  reduced  to  that  which  I 
have  mentioned,  I  think  it  clear  that  the  Defendant  is 
right.  It  may  often  happen,  and  there  are  some  in- 
stances of  it  in  this  case,  that  there  are  different  deeds 
of  the  same  dates  relating  to  the  same  property,  and 
there  are  various  cases,  in  which  a  sufficient  specification 
can  only  be  afforded  by  the  names  of  the  parties,  and 
in  which,  for  the  want  of  the  names,  the  Plaintiff  might 
except  for  insufficiency. 

The  matter  complained  of  in  these  exceptions  is,  in 
many  instances,  unnecessarily  prolix,  in  stating  the  de- 
scriptions as  well  as  the  names  of  the  parties,  and  other- 
wise ;  but  considering  it  not  to  be  impertinent  to  state 
the  names  of  the  parties,  and  applying  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Wagstaff  v.  Bryariy  I  am  of  opinion  that  all 
these  exceptions  must  be  over-ruled. 

Exceptions  over-ruled. 


As  to  what  amounts  to  im- 
pertinence, see  Pr.  Reg,  ( Wi/ati) 
383. ;  GUb.  For.  Rom,  809.  ; 
FenhotUet  v.  Passavant,  2  Ves, 
sen.  33  ;  AitagerY,  Johnson,  4  Ves, 
217.;  Cojffin  v.  Cooper,  6  Ves, 
514. ;  Lord  St,  John  v.  Lady  St, 
John,  11  Ves,  5^6.  \  Norway  v. 
Rowe,  1  ilfiffr.  347.;  French  v. 
Jacko^  1  Mer.  557,  n. ;  Seeley  v. 
JBoehm,  2  Mad.  176.;  Beaumont 
V.  Beaumont,  5  Mad,  51,;  The 
Earl  of  Portsmouth  v.  FeUowSi 


5  Mad,  450. ;  Slack  v.  Evans ^ 
7Price,27S.n,;  McMorrisy.EL- 
Hot,  8  Pri.674.;  Parker  V.  FairliCf 
IS.^S.  295. ;  Lowe  v.  Williams, 
2S.^S.  574. ;  Del  Pont  v.  De 
Tastet^  1  Tum,^  R.  486.;  Bally 
V.  Williams,  1  M'Clel.  St  r.334.j 
Corbet y.  Tottenham,  1  Batter  B, 
59. ;  Gompertz  v.  Best,  \  Y,  ^ 
Coll,  114.;  Wagstaff  v.  Bryan, 
1  Russ,  Sr  M,  S8. ;  Anon.  1  Afyl, 
4*  Cr,  78. ;  and  see  Beames*  Or- 
ders,  69.  165. 
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GREENWOOD  v.  WAKEFORD. 


«  of  "D  Y  the  settlemeDt  made  on  tbe  marriage  of  the  De- 
tettlemcrit  fendants,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wakeford,  some  freehoMi 

concurred  ip  anj  money  in  the  funds  were  settled  upon  Mrs.  Wda- 
trust,  b;  lend-  fird  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Mr.  Wake/brd  for  life, 
r^th  h""**  *'^'*  '■^""''"•^^r  'o  'l"^  children  of  the  marriage;  aod  ihe 
band  on  a  settlement  contained  a  power  for  the  trustees,  with  tbe 
w^med'by  direction  in  writing  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wakeford,  to  lend 
theaettle-  '  '  --.".-.  ..  -m- 

ment :  Held, 
that  the  re- 
preientatives 
of  such  truste 
could  main- 
tdn  B  bill 


against  tbe 


the  trust  monies  to  Mr.  Wakeford,  on  the  security  of  hii 
bond  alone. 

The  limitations  of  the  freehold  property  were  as  fiJ- 
lows :  it  was  granted  and  released  by  the  husband  to 
utband  and  the  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  the 
cetiuu  quK  husband  and  his  heirs  until  the  solemnization  uf  the  in- 
trmt,  for  the  tended  marriage;  and  after  the  solemnization  thereof, to 
restitution  of      ,  ,■,.-,  ,    ■     ,    ■  ,        ■ 

the  fund.  the  use  of  tbe  said  trustees,  their  neirs  and  asugai 

n 'te"t'tle^  ^"""6  *''^  1"®  **f  ^^^  intended  wife,  upon  trust  to  Te- 
as aeainst  the  ceive  the  rents  and  pay  the  same  to  her  for  her  separate 
capridoMly  "^ '  *'''*'  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  husband  for  life; 
to  refuse  to  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  same  trustees  during 
ifthey  find  the  ^^^  1'^*^  °^  '''^  husband,  in  trust  to  preserve  conungent 
trust  estate  remainders;  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  cliildren 
involved  in 
complicated     of  the  marnage,  with  certain  limitations  over. 


The  trustees  lent  a  part  of  the  trust  monies  to  Mr. 
Wakeford  on  his  promissory  note,  and  without  obtaiuiug 


be  relieved  froin  it. 
testator  "  of  nil  the  lands  and  heredit 

fee,"  held  co  pass  trust  estates  vested  i 


vested  in  him  u  irustM 
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the  consent  in  writing  required  by  the  terms  of  the  set- 
tleipent.  The  trustees  afterwards  died:  John  Bcnde 
was  the  survivor  of  them. 

John  BowlCf  the  surviving  trustee,  by  his  will,  ap- 
pointed the  PlaintiiFs  his  executors ;  and  by  a  codicil, 
after  declaring  that  the  devise  in  the  said  will  contained, 
of  the  residue  or  remainder  of  his  real  estate  was  not 
intended  to  include  any  estate  vested  in  him  as  a  tftisiee 
or  mortgagee  in  fee^  the  testator  gave  and  devised  unto 
the  Plaintiffs,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  **  all  the  lands  and 
hereditaments  vested  in  him  as  trustee  or  mortgagee  in  fee!* 

On  the  death  of  the  surviving  trustee,  the  trust  money 
was  still  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant,  Mr.  Wdkeford; 
several  irregularities  existed  as  to  the  trust  estate,  and 
the  settlement  contained  no  power  to  appoint  new  trus- 
tees applicable  to  the  existing  state  of  circumstances. 
This  bill  was  filed  by  the  executors  and  devisees  of  the 
will  of  the  surviving  trustee,  John  Bonde^  to  have  the 
trust  fund  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Wakeford  restored,  for 
the  correction  of  the  irregularities  existing  as  to  the 
trust  estate,  and  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bird^  for  the  Plaintiffs^  con- 
tended, that  the  Plaintiffs  were  justified  by  the  state  of 
the  trust  estate  in  coming  to  the  Court ;  that  the  estate 
of  the  Plaintiffs'  testator  was  subject  to  liability;  and 
that  it  was  impossible  to  administer  that  estate,  until 
that  liability  had  been  disposed  of. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  fVillcockj  for  Mr.  Wdkeford^ 
contended,  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  no  equity,  estate  or 
interest  to  entitle  them  to  support  this  bill;  that  the 
testator  having  concurred  in  the  breach  of  trust,  was 
equally  liable  with  the  Defendant,  Mr.  Wakeford^  and. 

Vol.  I.  P  jp  therefore, 
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1839.        placed.     The  representatives  of  the  surviving  trustee, 
y^*V^^     finding  themselves  in  this  situation,  were  julMr&lly  i^ 
V.  sirous  of  relieving  the  estate  of  their  teMRoNroin  the 

Wakbford.  responsibility  which  they  found  it  thus  subjected  to. 
There  was  a  clear  demand  arising  from  a  breach  of 
trust,  in  which  their  testator,  it  is  true,  had  concuntd, 
but  in  which  he  had  concurred  for  the  use  and  convenience 
of  Mr.  Wakeford^  the  husband.  I  own  I  am  rather  sur- 
prised to  find  it  alleged,  even  in  argument,  that  persons 
placed  in  the  situation  of  these  Plaintiffs,  are  not  entitled 
to  apply  to  this  Court  for  relief;  at  any  moment,  a  bill 
might  have  been  filed  against  them  by  the  wife  or 
daughter  by  their  next  friends,  calling  on  them,  as  re- 
presenting the  estate  of  the  testator,  to  replace  that  which 
had  been  lent  to  Mr.  Wakeford^  the  husband ;  and  I  con- 
ceive it  to  be  clear,  that  they  had  a  right  to  proceed 
against  the  husband,  for  the  purpose  of  having  this  mat- 
ter set  right.  Even  if  the  bill  had  been  filed  by  the  wife 
and  daughter,  and  the  husband  together  with  the  estate 
of  the  deceased  trustee  had  been  called  on  to  answer  the 
breach  of  trust,  the  estate  of  the  deceased  trustee  would 
liave  had  a  right  to  indemnity  from  the  husband.  The 
Plaintiffs  finding  this  and  the  other  irregularities  which 
have  been  stated,  — finding  the  trust  in  such  a  situation 
that  it  was  impossible  for  them  to  clear  the  estate  of  tbar 
testator  from  responsibility  without  the  assistance  of  this 
Court,  accordingly  file  their  bill,  stating  these  circam- 
stances,  and  desiring  to  have  the  stock  replaced;  and 
on  their  motion  the  money  is  brought  into  Court  At 
the  time  the  bill  was  filed,  the  daughter  was  an  infant; 
she  has  now  come  of  age,  and  can  exercise  her  own  dis- 
cretion on  the  subject;  and  the  only  persons. now  in- 
erested  in  the  property,  are  the  husband,  the  wife,  and 
the  daughter,  who  has  now  attained  her  age  of  twenty- 
one.  Though  there  is  a  possibility  of  future  issue  in 
contemplation  of  law,  yet  Mrs.  Wakeford  is  now  of  such 

an 


Wakeford. 
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an  age  as  to  make  it  appear  satisfactorily  enough  that        1839. 

there  will  be  no  future  issue,  and  that  no  further  interest    r^!^^^^^^'^ 

Greenwood 

can  arise.     The  wife  and  daughter  now  appear  by  their  o. 

counsel,  and  do  not  desire  these  funds  to  be  restored, 
the  consequence  of  which  is,  that  the  Plainlifis  are,  by 
that  act,  relieved  from  the  responsibility  to  which  they 
were  liable ;  this  renders  it  unnecessary  for  them  to  pro- 
secute the  suit  further  than  for  the  purpose  of  being 
relieved  from  future  responsibility.  In  respect  of  the 
personal  estate,  the  fund,  having  been  brought  into  Court, 
is  safe,  and  nothing  is  therefore  asked  with  respect  to  it. 
In  respect  of  the  real  estate  the  Plaintifis  still  ask  relief; 
the  security  for  the  mortgage  money  is  vested  in  them, 
and  they  desire  to  be  relieved  from  it ;  what  is  wanted, 
is  somebody  to  whom  they  can  safely  convey  that  legal 
estate ;  and  they  have  a  right  to  be  relieved  from  further 
responsibility  in  this  respect. 

With  respect  to  the  devised  estates,  it  appears  to 
me  on  the  construction  of  the  codicil,  that  the  devisees 
take  the  legal  estate :  they  are,  therefore,  entitled  to  have 
somebody  to  whom  they  can  safely  convey  it. 

Then  comes  the  question  as  to  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
The  opinion  I  entertain  on  this  subject  is  this,  and  I 
have  often  stated  it,  that  if  a  trustee  undertakes  the  per- 
formance of  a  trust,  he  is  not  entitled,  as  against  the 
estate  he  has  undertaken  to  protect,  to  exercise  a  mere 
caprice,  and  without  any  assignable  reason  say  that  he 
will  no  longer  continue  a  trustee.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  the  trustee  finds  the  trust  estate  involved  in  intricate 
and  complicated  questions,  which  were  not  and  could 
not  have  been  in  contemplation  at  the  time  when  the 
trust  was  undertaken,  he  has,  in  consequence  of  that 
change  of  circumstances,  a  right  to  come  to  the  Court 
to  be  relieved ;  and  the  Court  will  judge  whether  the 

Pp  S  circumstances 
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GlUEBNWOOD 

r. 
Waksidrd. 


circumstances  were  such  as  to  make  it  fair  for  him  to 

decline  acting  longer  upon  his  own  responsibility.   There 

is  certainly  some  difference  between  the  person  who  has 

undertaken  the  trust  and  the  representatives  of  such 

person ;  but  in  this  case  I  am  of  opinion,  that  even  if 

Mr.  John  Bowie  had  come  here  and  had  desired  to  be 

relieved  from  this  trust,  in  the  situation  into  which  it 

had  got  by  his  acts  or  concurrence,  but  for  the  benefit 

and  accommodation  of  Mr.  fVakeford^  he  would  hav«* 

been  entitled  to  the   favourable  consideration    of  the 

Court  in  this  respect.   I  have,  therefore,  no  doubt  about 

the  costs  in  this  suit.     It  is  not  fit  that  the  trustee 

should  have  the  trust  estate  involved  in  complication 

and  difficult  for  the  accommodation  of  one   of  the 

ceshiis  que  trust,  and  then  not  to  be  able  to  get  relieved 

from  it  without  paying  the  whole  costs  of  the  suit  to 

which  the  same  cestui  que  trust  is  a  party  resisting  the 

relief.    The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs  against  the 

co-heiresses  of  the  testator,  to  whom  the  legal  estate 

would  have  descended  if  it  had  not  passed  by  the  devise 

in  the  codicil.   I  am  of  opinion  it  did  pass  by  the  codicil, 

but  I  think  that  it  was  by  no  means  a  question  perfectly 

clear;  and  I  therefore  think  it  was  right  for  the  Plainti£& 

to  bring  the  co-heiresses  here  to  have  it  settled.     The 

Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  have  their  costs,  either  against 

the  fund  or  against  the  husband. 


By  arrangement^  the  costs  of  all  parties  were  ordered  to  be 
out  of  the  trust  fund. 
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OLIVER  V.   BURT.  June 24. 

TN   this  case  a  sum  of  money  had  been  paid  into  The  proper 
Court,  and  the  matters  in  difference  having  been  re-  tajning  money 

ferred  to  arbitration,  the  arbitrator  made  his  award  de-  o"^  of  Court 

.   .         ,        .  ,  ,  .        is  by  petition : 

terminmg  the  rights  to  the  money.  but  the  righto 

of  the  parties 

^^  having  been 

There  had  been  no  decree  in  the  cause,  and  ascertained  by 

arbitration, 

and  no  decree 

Mr.  Cole  now  applied,  by  motion  supported  by  affi-  having  been 

davits,  for  payment  of  the  money  out  of  Court,  relying  Cqu^  in  this 

on  Heathcote  v.  Edwards,  ia)  ca»e  ordered 

^   '  payment  of 

money  out  of 

Thei  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the  ^®"J'  "P®° 

•^  ^  motion. 

proper  mode  of  obtaining  money  out  of  Court  was  by 
petition,  and  that  it  was  only  in  a  very  clear  case  that  it 
could  be  done  by  motion ;  the  affidavits,  however,  ap- 
pearing satisfactory,  his  Lordship,  under  the  circum- 
stances, ordered  the  payment. 

■ 

(a)  Jacobf  504.,  and  see  Anonymous,  4  Mad.  228> 


FOX  V.  SUWERKROP.  ^^%io. 

IN  this  case,  a  bill  had  been  filed  on  behalf  of  infants.  The  Master 
reported  that 
by  W.  D.  their  next  friend,  and  on  motion  made  on  a  suit  insti- 

behalf  of  two  of  the  Defendants,  it  was,  on  the  19th  of  hau'ljnnfonts 

December  was  impro- 
perly insti- 
tuted, and  ought  not  to  be  prosecuted :  it  was  dismissed,  with  costo  to  be  paid  by 
the  next  friend. 

Pp  4 
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18S9.        December  ISSTy  referred  to  the  Master,  to  enquire  and 
state  to  the  Court,  whether  this  suit  was  properly  insti- 
tuted, and  whether  it  would  be  fit  and  proper,  and  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Plaintifis,  that  this  suit  should  be 
further  prosecuted ;  and  in  case  the  Master  should  find 
that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  infant  Plain- 
tifis,  that  further  proceedings  should  be  taken  in  this 
suit,  then  that  he  should  enquire  and  state  to  the  Coart, 
whether  W.  D.  was  a  proper  person  to  be  their  next 
friend ;  and  if  he  should  be  of  opinion  that  W.  D.  was 
not  a  proper  person,  then  that  he  should  approve  of 
some  other  person,  as  the  next  friend  of  the  infants,  to 
have  the  conduct  of  this  suit,  in  the  place  and  stead 
of  JV.  D. ;  and  all  further  proceedings  in  this  suit  were 
stayed  in  the  mean  time. 

The  Master  made  his  report,  stating  that  he  was  of 
opinion,  ^*  that  this  suit  was  not  properly  instituted,  and 
that  it  would  not  be  fit  or  proper,  or  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Plaintifis,  that  the  same  should  be  further  prose- 
cuted." 

The  next  friend  took  exceptions,  which  were  over- 
ruled. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  by  the  Defendants, 
praying  that  the  bill  might  be  dismissed,  with  costs  to 
be  paid  by  the  next  friend. 

Mr.  FembertoUi  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  Sttiatiy  contra^  contended  that  this  could  not  be 
done  on  petition :  it  would  be  imposing  a  fine  on  the 
next  friend,  who  did  not  appear  to  have  been  actuated 
by  any  dishonest  motives.     That  the  proceedings  having 

already 
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already  been  stayed,  the  justice  of  the  case  would  be        18S9. 
satisfied  by  allowing  the  matter  to  remain  as  it  was. 

• 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  Court  has  given 
great  latitude  in  allowing  bills  to  be  filed  in  the  name  of 
infants  by  persons  assuming  the  character  of  next  friend, 
it  is,  therefore,  the  more  necessary  to  see  that  this  liberty 
should  not  be  abused.  In  this  case  it  has  been  ascer- 
tained that  the  suit  has  been  improperly  instituted,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  of  circumstances  affording  any  ex- 
cuse for  its  institution;  I  have,  therefore,  no  hesitation 
in  saying,  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs  to 
be  paid  by  the  next  friend. 


ORDER. 

His  Lordship  doth  order,  that  the  Plaintiffs'  bill  do 
stand  dismissed  out  of  this  Court,  and  that  W.  Z).,  the 
next  friend  of  the  Plaintiffs,  do  pay  to  the  Defendants 
their  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  this  suit,  and  of  and 
occasioned  by  the  application  of  the  19th  day  of  De- 
cember 1837,  and  the  reference  thereby  directed,  and  of 
this  application  and  consequent  thereon,  to  be  taxed  by 
the  Master. 
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July  22.  SALE  t^  SALE. 

In  a  clear  case,  raiHIS  was  a  motion  made  on  behalf  of  a  sole  Defen. 
ing  of  opinion  dant,  that  the  bill,  which  had  been  filed  in  the 

that  a  suit  had  name  of  infants  by  a  next  friend,  mieht  be  dismissed  or 

been  com-  i     /•!         .  i 

menced  by  the  taken  off  the  file,  with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  next  friend 
Infantrto  pro!.  P^^^sonally,  or  for  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  enquire^ 
mote  his  own    whether  it  had  been  brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants 

views,  and  not        ,  .     i  .  j 

for  the  benefit  ^^  ^^s  proper  to  be  prosecuted. 

of  the  infants, 

summarily,  ___  i.      .  i  i         ^  i     • 

aud  without  a        ^^  application  was  supported  by  affidavits. 

reference  to^ 

the  Master, 

dismissed  it,  Mr.  Pemberton   and    Mr.  Purvisj  in  support  of  the 

be'Daid^bv  th  '"®^^®">  asked,  that  as  the  facts  appeared  clear  on  the 
next  friend.      affidavits,  the  bill  might  be  dismissed  at  once  with  costs, 

as  in  cases  of  this  sort  great  expenses  were  incurred, 
first,  in  the  preliminary  discussion  before  the  Court  in 
obtaining  the  reference,  secondly,  in  the  proceeding 
before  the  Master,  and  ultimately,  in  the  discussion  in 
Court  upon  the  application  to  confirm  the  Master's  re- 
port, yet  all  these  discussions  usually  proceeded  on  the 
same  facts. 


Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Stinton^  for  the  next  friend,  con- 
tended that  this  was  not  a  case  in  which  the  summary 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  ought  to  be  exercised  on 
motion,  either  by  staying  the  suit  or  by  reference  to  the 
Master. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  am  perfectly  aware 
how  constantly  this  Court  has  thought  it  right,  and  how 
necessary  it  is,  to  protect  persons  who  file  bills  in  equity 
for  the   benefit  of  infants;    it  is  quite  necessary  that 

proper 
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the  consent  in  writing  required  by  the  terms  of  the  set- 
tlement. The  trustees  afterwards  died:  John  Botwle 
was  the  survivor  of  them. 

John  Bowleg  the  surviving  trustee,  by  his  will,  ap- 
pointed the  Plaintiffs  his  executors;  and  by  a  codicil, 
after  declaring  that  the  devise  in  the  said  will,  contained, 
of  the  residue  or  remainder  of  his  real  estate  was  not 
intended  to  include  any  estate  vested  in  him  as  a  trustee 
or  mortgagee  in  fee^  the  testator  gave  and  devised  unto 
the  Plaintiffs,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  **  all  the  lands  and 
hereditaments  vested  in  him  as  trustee  or  mortgagee  inJeeJ* 

On  the  death  of  the  surviving  trustee,  the  trust  money 
was  still  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant,  Mr.  Wakeford; 
several  irregularities  existed  as  to  the  trust  estate,  and 
the  settlement  contained  no  power  to  appoint  new  trus- 
tees applicable  to  the  existing  state  of  circumstances. 
This  bill  was  filed  by  the  executors  and  devisees  of  the 
will  of  the  surviving  trustee,  John  BoixHe,  to  have  the 
trust  fund  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Wakeford  restored,  for 
the  correction  of  the  irregularities  existing  as  to  the 
trust  estate,  and  for  the  appointment  of  new  trustees. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Bird,  for  the  Plaintiffs^  con- 
tended, that  the  Plaintiffs  were  justified  by  the  state  of 
the  trust  estate  in  coming  to  the  Court;  that  the  estate 
of  the  Plaintiffs'  testator  was  subject  to  liability;  and 
that  it  was  impossible  to  administer  that  estate,  until 
that  liability  had  been  disposed  of. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  JViUcock,  for  Mr.  Wakefordy 
contended,  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  no  equity,  estate  or 
interest  to  entitle  them  to  support  this  bill;  that  the 
testator  having  concurred  in  the  breach  of  trust,  was 
equally  liable  with  the  Defendant,  Mr.  Wakeford^  and, 

Vol.  I.  P  p  therefore, 
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therefore,  that  it  was  not  competent  for  him  in  bis  life- 
time, and  it  was  not  competent  for  his  representatiTes 
now,  to  apply  to  this  Court  to  be  relieved  from  the  con- 
sequences of  his  breach  of  trust. (a)  [7%^  Master/ 
the  Roll's.  Can  there  be  any  doubt  that  if  two  pe^ 
sons  concur  in  a  breach  of  trust,  and  one  alone  derive 
the  profit^  the  other  has  a  right  to  relief  against  him?] 
The  proper  remedy  in  this  case  would  be  on  the  security 
which  the  PlaintifTs'  testator  has  taken  from  the  DefeDd- 
ant,  namely,  an  action  to  recover  on  the  promissory 
note ;  the  Plaintiffs  had  no  right  to  come  into  equity, 
making  the  cestuis  qtie  trust  parties. 


It  is  attempted  to  sustain  this  bill,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  necessary  for  the  appointment  of  new  trus- 
tees. If  the  Plaintiffs  are  trustees,  they  have  no  right 
to  relieve  themselves  from  their  duties  at  the  expense  of 
the  estate,  for  they  might,  on  the  death  of  their  tes- 
tator, have  repudiated  thetrusts  and  disclaimed  the  trust 
estate ;  if  they  are  not  trustees,  they  have  no  right,  bs 
strangers,  to  institute  a  suit  for  the  appointment  of  new 
trustees.  The  codicil  of  the  testator  did  not  pass  the 
trust  estate  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  HindSj  for  Mrs.  Wakeford  and 
her  daughter,  concurred  in  the  opposition  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs' bill. 

Mr.  WhitmarsJi^  for  the  co-heiresses  of  the  surviving 
trustee  who  had  been  made  parties. 


Mr.  Pembertmy  in  reply,  cited  Caoentryv.  Coventry (b)', 
and  see  Howard  v.  Rhodes,  (c) 

The 


(a)  See  Jacob  v.  Lucas,  ante^ 
439. 


{b)  1  Keen,  758. 
(c)  1  Keen,  581. 
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Tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  settle- 
ment). 

Mr.  John  Bowk  died  on  the  25th  of  April  1836,  and 
the  present  Plaintiffs  becoming  his  representatives,  had 
the  duties  and  the  responsibilities  of  their  testator  cast 
upon  them.     Application  was  made  to  them  by  Mr. 
Wdkefordy  or  some  member  of  his  family,  to  appoint 
new   trustees;  this  application  necessarily  induced  an 
inquiry  respecting  the  trust,  and  the  consequence  of  that 
inquiry  was,  to  find  that  there  was  nothing  relating  to 
the  trust  in  the  condition  in  which  it  ought  to  have  been, 
pursuant  to  the  deeds  by  which  the  trust  was  created ; 
the  consequence  also  was,  to  find  that  there  had  been 
various  dealings  with  the  trust  property  between  the 
trustees  and  Mr.  Wdkefoid^  the  tenant  for  life.     It  is 
quite  unnecessary  to  go  into  a  detail  of  the  various  cir- 
cumstances that  have  happened ;  it  is  suiBcient  to  say 
the  trust  property  was  very  much  altered  in  condition, 
and  that  the  alteration  had  been  made  in  a  manner  in- 
consistent with  the  trusts.     From  this  situation  of  things 
these  parties  found  that  the  estate  of  their  testator  was 
necessarily  subject  to  very  great  responsibility :  referring 
for  instance  to  the  one  case  as  to  the  stock,  as  to  which 
there  was  a  power  of  advancing  money  to  the  husband 
upon  his  bond,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  his  wife : 
the  stock  it  appears  had  been  sold  out,  and  the  pro- 
duce had  been  advanced  to  the  husband,  without  any 
consent  in  writing  of  the  wife,   and  without  the  bond. 
The  state  of  the  family  was,  that  there  was  one  child,  an 
infant,  and  the  legal  possibility  of  future  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage.    The  stock  having  been  sold  out  for  the  purpose 
of  the  produce  being  advanced  to  the  husband  in  a  man- 
ner not  warranted  by  the  settlement,  this  infant  had, 
beyond  all  doubt,  a  right  to  insist  that  a  breach  of  trust 
had  been  committed,  and  to  require  the  stock  to  be  re- 

Pp  2  placed. 
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placed.  The  representatives  of  the  surviving  trustee, 
finding  themselves  in  this  situation,  were  i^Rf ally  de- 
sirous of  relieving  the  estate  of  their  te^RoMrom  the 
responsibility  which  they  found  it  thus  subjected  to. 
There  was  a  clear  demand  arising  from  a  breach  of 
trust,  in  which  their  testator,  it  is  true,  had  concurred, 
but  in  which  he  had  concurred  for  the  use  and  convenieuoe 
of  Mr.  fVake/brdj  the  husband.  I  own  I  am  rather  sur- 
prised to  find  it  alleged,  even  in  argument,  that  persons 
placed  in  the  situation  of  these  Plaintiifs,  are  not  entitled 
to  apply  to  this  Court  for  relief;  at  any  moment,  a  bill 
might  have  been  filed  against  them  by  the  wife  or 
daughter  by  their  next  friends,  calling  on  them,  as  re- 
presenting the  estate  of  the  testator,  to  replace  that  which 
had  been  lent  to  Mr.  Wakeford^  the  husband ;  and  I  con- 
ceive it  to  be  clear,  that  they  had  a  right  to  proceed 
against  the  husband,  for  the  purpose  of  having  this  matp 
ter  set  right.  Even  if  the  bill  had  been  filed  by  the  wife 
and  daughter,  and  the  husband  together  with  the  estate 
of  the  deceased  trustee  had  been  called  on  to  answer  the 
breach  of  trust,  the  estate  of  the  deceased  trustee  would 
Iiave  had  a  right  to  indemnity  from  the  husband.  Tbe 
Plaintiffs  finding  this  and  the  other  irregularities  which 
have  been  stated,  — finding  the  trust  in  such  a  situation 
that  it  was  impossible  for  them  to  clear  the  estate  of  their 
testator  from  responsibility  without  the  assistance  of  diis 
Court,  accordingly  file  their  bill,  stating  these  circum- 
stances, and  desiring  to  have  the  stock  replaced ;  and 
on  their  motion  the  money  is  brought  into  Court  At 
the  time  the  bill  was  filed,  the  daughter  was  an  infant; 
she  has  now  come  of  age,  and  can  exercise  her  own  dis- 
cretion on  the  subject;  and  the  only  persons. now  in- 
erested  in  the  property,  are  the  husband,  the  wife,  and 
the  daughter,  who  has  now  attained  her  age  of  twenty- 
one.  Though  there  is  a  possibility  of  future  issue  in 
contemplation  of  law,  yet  Mrs.  Wakeford  is  now  of  such 

an 
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an  age  as  to  make  it  appear  satisfactorily  enough  that 
there  will  be  no  future  issue,  and  that  no  further  interest 
can  arise.  The  wife  and  daughter  now  appear  by  their 
counsel,  and  do  not  desire  these  funds  to  be  restored, 
the  consequence  of  which  is,  that  the  Plaintiflfs  are,  by 
that  act,  relieved  from  the  responsibility  to  which  they 
were  liable;  this  renders  it  unnecessary  for  them  to  pro- 
secute the  suit  further  than  for  the  purpose  of  being 
relieved  from  future  responsibility.  In  respect  oF  the 
personal  estate,  the  fund,  having  been  brought  into  Court, 
is  safe,  and  nothing  is  therefore  asked  with  respect  to  it. 
In  respect  of  the  real  estate  the  Plaintiffs  still  ask  relief; 
the  security  for  the  mortgage  money  is  vested  in  them, 
and  they  desire  to  be  relieved  from  it ;  what  is  wanted, 
is  somebody  to  whom  they  can  safely  convey  that  legal 
estate ;  and  they  have  a  right  to  be  relieved  from  further 
responsibility  in  this  respect. 


1839. 


Greenwood 

V. 

Wakeford. 


With  respect  to  the  devised  estates,  it  appears  to 
me  on  the  construction  of  the  codicil,  that  the  devisees 
take  the  legal  estate :  they  are,  therefore,  entitled  to  have 
somebody  to  whom  they  can  safely  convey  it. 


Then  comes  the  question  as  to  the  costs  of  the  suit 
The  opinion  I  entertain  on  this  subject  is  this,  and  I 
have  often  stated  it,  that  if  a  trustee  undertakes  the  per- 
formance of  a  trust,  he  is  not  entitled,  as  against  the 
estate  he  has  undertaken  to  protect,  to  exercbe  a  mere 
caprice,  and  without  any  assignable  reason  say  that  he 
will  no  longer  continue  a  trustee.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  the  trustee  finds  the  trust  estate  involved  in  intricate 
and  complicated  questions,  which  were  not  and  could 
not  have  been  in  contemplation  at  the  time  when  the 
trust  was  undertaken,  he  has,  in  consequence  of  that 
change  of  circumstances,  a  right  to  come  to  the  Court 
to  be  relieved ;  and  the  Court  will  judge  whether  the 

Pp  S  circumstances 
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circumstances  were  such  as  to  make  it  fair  for  him  to 
decline  acting  longer  upon  his  own  responsibility.  There 
is  certainly  some  difference  between  the  person  who  has 
undertaken  the  trust  and  the  representatives  of  such 
person ;  but  in  this  case  I  am  of  opinion,  that  even  if 
Mr.  John  Baide  had  come  here  and  had  desired  to  be 
relieved  from  this  trust,  in  the  situation  into  which  it 
had  got  by  his  acts  or  concurrence,  but  for  the  benefit 
and  accommodation  of  Mr.  Wakeford,  he  would  hav^ 
been  entitled  to  the   favourable  consideration  of  the 
Court  in  this  respect.   I  have,  therefore,  no  doubt  aboat 
the  costs  in  this  suit.     It  is  not  fit  that  the  trustee 
should  have  the  trust  estate  involved  in  compUcation 
and  di£Bculty  for  the  accommodation  of  one  of  the 
cestuis  que  trus^  and  then  not  to  be  able  to  get  reliered 
from  it  without  paying  the  whole  costs  of  the  suit  to 
which  the  same  ceslut  que  trust  is  a  party  resisting  the 
relief.    The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs  against  the 
co-heiresses  of  the  testator,  to  whom  the  legal  estate 
would  have  descended  if  it  had  not  passed  by  the  devise 
in  the  codicil.   I  am  of  opinion  it  did  pass  by  the  codicil, 
but  I  think  that  it  was  by  no  means  a  question  perfectly 
clear;  and  I  therefore  think  it  was  right  for  the  Plaintifi 
to  bring  the  co-heiresses  here  to  have  it  settled.    The 
Plaintifis  are  entitled  to  have  their  costs,  either  against 
the  fund  or  against  the  husband. 


By  arrangement,  the  cobts  of  all  parties  were  ordered  to  be  ptid 
out  of  the  trust  fund. 
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OLIVER  V.   BURT.  June 2^. 

TN   this  case  a  sum  of   money  had  been  paid  into  The  proper 
Court,  and  the  matters  in  difference  having  been  re-  taining  money 

ferred  to  arbitration,  the  arbitrator  made  his  award  de-  o"t  of  Court 

.   .         ,        .   ,  ,  .        IS  by  petition : 

termmmg  the  rights  to  the  money.  but  the  rights 

of  the  parties 
having  been 

There  had  been  no  decree  in  the  cause,  and  ascertained  by 

arbitration, 
and  no  decree 

Mr.  Cole  now  applied,  by  motion  supported  by  affi-  having  been 

davits,  for  payment  of  the  money  out  of  Court,  relying  ^^^^  j„  ^j^ 

on  Heathcote  v.  Edwards,  ia)  case  ordered 

payment  of 
money  out  of 

The^  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opmion  that  the  C®"."  "P^" 

•^  ^  motion. 

proper  mode  of  obtaining  money  out  of  Court  was  by 
petition,  and  that  it  was  only  in  a  very  clear  case  that  it 
could  be  done  by  motion ;  the  affidavits,  however,  ap- 
pearing satisfactory,  his  Lordship,  under  the  circum- 
stances, ordered  the  payment. 

(a)  Jacobs  504.,  and  see  Anonymous,  4  Mad.  328< 


FOX  V.  SU WERKROP.  J^y  io. 

IN  this  case,  a  bill  had  been  filed  on  behalf  of  infants,  The  Master 
TFr   r^     1    .  #. .      1  I  1  reported  that 

by  W.  D.  their  next  friend,  and  on  motion  made  on  q  suit  insti- 

behalf  of  two  of  the  Defendants,  it  was,  on  the  19th  of  ^a^if^nn^ts 

December  was  impro- 
perly insti- 
tuted, and  ought  not  to  be  prosecuted :  it  was  dismissed^  with  costs  to  be  pud  by 
the  next  friend. 

Pp  4 
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1839.        December  IdSTy  referred  to  the  Master,  to  enquire  and 
state  to  the  Court,  whether  this  suit  was  properly  insti- 
tuted, and  whether  it  would  be  fit  and  proper,  and  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiffs,  that  this  suit  should  be 
further  prosecuted ;  and  in  case  the  Master  should  find 
that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  infant  Plain- 
tifis,  that  further  proceedings  should  be  taken  in  this 
suit,  then  that  he  should  enquire  and  state  to  the  Court, 
whether  W.  D.  was  a  proper  person  to  be  their  next 
friend ;  and  if  he  should  be  of  opinion  that  W.  D.  was 
not  a  proper  person,  then  that  he  should  approve  of 
some  other  person,  as  the  next  friend  of  the  infants,  to 
have  the  conduct  of  this  suit,  in  the  place  and  stead 
of  W.  D. ;  and  all  further  proceedings  in  this  suit  were 
stayed  in  the  mean  time. 

The  Master  made  his  report,  stating  that  he  was  of 
opinion,  ^*  that  this  suit  was  not  properly  instituted,  and 
that  it  would  not  be  fit  or  proper,  or  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Plaintiffs,  that  the  same  should  be  further  prose- 
cuted." 

The  next  friend  took  exceptions,  which  were  over- 
ruled. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  by  the  Defendants, 
praying  that  the  bill  might  be  dismissed,  with  costs  to 
be  paid  by  the  next  friend. 

Mr.  PemberloUf  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  Stuart^  conirdj  contended  that  this  could  not  be 
done  on  petition :  it  would  be  imposing  a  fine  on  the 
next  friend,  who  did  not  appear  to  have  been  actuated 
by  any  dishonest  motives.     That  the  proceedings  having 

already 
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already  been  stayed,  the  justice  of  the  case  would  be        1839. 
satisfied  by  allowing  the  matter  to  remain  as  it  was. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  Court  has  given 
great  latitude  in  allowing  bills  to  be  filed  in  the  name  of 
infants  by  persons  assuming  the  character  of  next  friend, 
it  is,  therefore,  the  more  necessary  to  see  that  this  liberty 
should  not  be  abused.  In  this  case  it  has  been  ascer- 
tained that  the  suit  has  been  improperly  instituted,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  of  circumstances  affording  any  ex- 
cuse for  its  institution ;  I  have,  therefore,  no  hesitation 
in  sayitig,  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs  to 
be  paid  by  the  next  friend. 


ORDER. 

His  Lordship  doth  order,  that  the  Plaintiffs'  bill  do 
stand  dismissed  out  of  this  Court,  and  that  W.  Z).,  the 
next  friend  of  the  Plainti£&,  do  pay  to  the  Defendants 
their  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  this  suit,  and  of  and 
occasioned  by  the  application  of  the  19th  day  of  De- 
cember 1837,  and  the  reference  thereby  directed,  and  of 
this  application  and  consequent  thereon,  to  be  taxed  by 
the  Master. 
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In  a  clear  case,  raiHIS  was  a  motion  made  on  behalf  of  a  sole  Defen. 
ing  of  opinion  dant,  that  the  bill,  which  had  been  filed  in  the 

that  a  suit  had  name  of  infants  by  a  next  friend,  miffht  be  dismissed  or 

been  com-  i     /.i         .  i 

menced  by  the  taken  off  the  file,  with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  next  frieDd 
infanu*to  pro^  personally,  or  for  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  enquire, 
mote  his  own    whether  it  had  been  brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants 

views,  and  not         ,  ^    i  .    % 

for  the  benefit  ^^  "^^  proper  to  be  prosecuted. 

of  the  infants, 

summarily,  __,  i.       .  i  «        /v  i     • 

and  without  a        ^^  application  was  supported  by  affidavits. 

reference  to^ 

the  Master, 

dismissed  it,  Mr.  Pemberton   and   Mr.  Purvis^  in  support  of  the 

be'Daid^bv  th    '"^^'^"j  asked,  that  as  the  facts  appeared  clear  on  the 
next  friend.      affidavits,  the  bill  might  be  dismissed  at  once  with  costs, 

as  in  cases  of  this  sort  great  expenses  were  incurred, 
first,  in  the  preliminary  discussion  before  the  Court  in 
obtaining  the  reference,  secondly,  in  the  proceeding 
before  the  Master,  and  ultimately,  in  the  discussion  in 
Court  upon  the  application  to  confirm  the  Master's  re- 
port, yet  all  these  discussions  usually  proceeded  on  the 
same  facts. 


Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Stinton^  for  the  next  friend,  con- 
tended that  this  was  not  a  case  in  which  the  summary 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  ought  to  be  exercised  on 
motion,  either  by  staying  the  suit  or  by  reference  to  the 
Master. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  I  am  perfectly  aware 
how  constantly  this  Court  has  thought  it  right,  and  how 
necessfiry  it  is,  to  protect  persons  who  file  bills  in  equity 
for  the   benefit  of  infants;   it  is  quite  necessary  that 

proper 
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proper  suits  should  be  protected;  but  in  proportion  as  18S9. 
it  is  necessary  to  protect  suits  of  that  sort,  it  is  necessary 
to  take  care  that  crafty  persons  do  not  take  advantage 
of  the  privilege  and  file  bills  purely  for  their  own  benefit, 
and  purely  for  the  purpose  of  creating  costs  for  the 
benefit  of  no  one  concerned  in  the  cause.  [His  Lord- 
ship then  went  through  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  came 
to  the  following  conclusion.]  I  have  never  seen  an 
attempt  more  crafty,  and  at  the  same  time  more  coarse, 
to  defraud  infants.  I  am  perfectly  satisfied  that  this 
suit  is  filed  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  infants,  but  to 
promote  the  views  of  the  person  who  styles  himself  the 
next  friend  of  the  infants,  and  that  being  so,  I  apprehend 
there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court, 
and  that  it  ought  to  be  exercised  in  such  a  case  as  this. 

It  matters  litde  what  the  nature  of  the  suit  is ;  when 
a  party  comes  here  using  the  privilege  of  acting  on  the 
behalf  and  as  the  next  friend  of  infants,  it  is  his  bounden 
duty  to  shew,  that  he  really  acts  for  the  benefit  of  the 
infants,  and  not  to  promote  purposes  of  his  own.  This 
bill  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  next 
friend. 
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18S9. 


April  ]  2.  22. 


TREVELYAN  v.  WHITE. 


THE  facts  and  arguments  in  this  case  appear  in  his 
Lordship's  judgment 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  S.  Sharpen  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  TresUwej  contrdj  for  the  Defendants  White  and 
Mofor. 

Mr.  SwansloUj    Mr.  6.  Richards^  Mr.  Kinglake  and 
Mr.  P.  Goldsmidj  for  the  other  Defendants. 

llie  cases  cited  were,  as  to  a  purchase  pendente  lite^ 
SorreU  v.  Carpenter,  {a)     As  to  accounts  between  Co- 


A  decree  was 
made  against 
A,  J9.,  setting 
aside,  as  frau- 
dulent a  pur- 
chase by  an 
agent  from  his 
principal;  and  a 
reconveyance, 
and  the  usual 
accounts  of 
rents  and  pur- 
chase-money 
were  directed, 
in  which  an 
allowance  was 
to  be  made  for 
substantial  re- 
pairs and  last- 
mg  improve- 

sold  and  con-'  defendants,  Latouche  v.  Lord  Dunsany\(b)j  and  Chamley 

veyed  part  of    y.  Lord  Dunsany  Ic) ;  and  that  a  Plaintiff  has  no  right  to 
the  property,  .  ^^  '  .         ,         t  i      . 

make  a  person  a  party  to  a  suit  unless  be  can  obtain  a 

decree  against  him.  Fetch  v.  Dalton.  (d) 


pendente  UtCy 
and  died  be- 
fore the  ac- 
counts were 
completed;  a 
supplemental 
bill  was  filed 
against  the 
purchasers, 
and  the  heir 
and  personal 
represent- 
atives of  J.  J?.; 
the  bill 
charged  that 
the  pur- 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

On  the  2d  of  May  1 788,  the  late  Sir  John  Treoelyan 
conveyed  certain  estates  to  James  Charter^  who  after- 
wards 


(a)  S  P.  WUliamty  48S. 

{b)  1  Sch.ifLef.  157. 

(c)  2  Sch,  4*  Lef.  690. ;  and  see 


Eccleston  v.  Lord  SkelmertdaU^ 
ant^j  p.  396. 
{d)  8  Price,  IS. 


chasers,  in 

case  of  eviction,  claimed  compensation  out  of  the  estate  of  A.  B,  The  conveyances, 
pendente  lite,  being  set  aside :  Held,  that  the  purchasers  were  entitled  in  this  suit, 
as  against  their  Co-defendants,  the  personal  representatives  of  A.  B.,  to  an  order 
for  the  repayment  of  their  purchase-money,  and  were  entitled  as  against  the 
Plaintiff  to  an  allowance  for  substantial  repairs  and  lasting  improvements,  but 
that  no  greater  relief  could  be  given  them  in  this  suit.  Held  also,  that  the  heir 
and  personal  representatives  were  proper  parties  to  the  supplemental  bill. 
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wards   conveyed   the   same   to    Thomas   Charter j  from        1839. 
whom  they  descended  to  Thomas  Malet  Charter.  tWjrlyan 


In  1827,  Sir  John  Treoelyan  alleged  that  the  convey- 
ance had  been  obtained  from  him  by  the  fraud  of 
Thomas  Charter;  and  he  filed  his  bill  to  be  relieved, 
and  to  have  a  reconveyance  from  Thomas  Malet 
Charter. 

The  suit  having  abated  by  the  death  of  Sir  John 
Treoelyan^  was  revived  by  his  son  Sir  John  Treoelyan^ 
the  Plaintiff  in  this  cause ;  and  by  the  decree,  dated  the  * 
2d  of  June  1835,  it  was  declared,  that  the  conveyance 
of  the  2d  day  of  May  1788  was  fraudulent,  and  ought 
to  be  set  aside;  and  the  Plaintiff  undertaking  to  confirm 
any  sales  made  before  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  an 
enquiry  was  directed  what  part  of  the  estates  had  been 
sold,  and  to  whom,  and  for  what ;  and  Thomas  Malet 
Charter  was  directed  to  reconvey  to  the  Plaintiff  such 
parts  of  the  estates  as  had  not  been  sold ;  an  account 
was  then  directed  to  be  taken  of  rent  and  of  purchase- 
money  received  by  the  Charters^  and  of  purchase-money 
paid  to  Sir  John  Treoelyan^  and  of  money  expended  for 
substantial  repairs  and  lasting  improvements,  paid  by 
them;  interest  was  to  be  charged,  and  annual  rests  were 
to  be  made  in  taking  the  accounts,  and  either  party  was 
to  pay  the  other  what  should  be  found  to  be  due. 

After  this  decree  was  made,  Thomas  Malet  Charter 
died,  leaving  Wits  James  Charter-  his  heir-at-law ;  and 
the  suit  was  revived  against  the  persons  entitled  to  his 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  the  accounts  are  in  course 
of  prosecution. 

In  this  state  of  things  a  supplemental  bill  is  filed 
against  John  White  and  James  Major^  and  persons  in- 
terested 


V, 

White. 
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18S9.        terested  under  them,  alleging,  that  after  the  suit  was 
,^;;^^V*^     instituted,  White  took  a  conveyance  of  part,  and  Major 
V.  a  lease  of  other  part  of  the  property  in  question,  from 

White.  Thomas  Malet  Charter^  and  praying  that  such  convey- 
ance and  lease  may  be  declared  to  be  void,  and  that  the 
instruments  may  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  or  that 
the  parties  may  reconvey ;  and  further  praying,  that  all 
necessary  accounts  may  be  taken,  and  that  the  bill  may 
be  taken  to  be  a  supplemental  bill  to  the  original  bill 
against  Thomas  Malet  Charter^  and  the  bill  of  revivor 
and  supplement  against  the  persons  entitled  to  his  real 
and  personal  estate.       ' 

To  this  bill,  not  only  the  purchasers  and  their  in- 
cumbrancers, but  also  the  representatives  and  persons 
entitled  to  the  estate  of  Thomas  Malet  Charter^  are  made 
parties. 

The  purchasers  object  to  the  evidence,  as  not  suffi- 
ciently proving  that  the  lands  purchased  are  part  of  the 
lands  comprised  in  the  fraudulent  conveyance  obtained 
by  Thomas  Charter  from  Sir  John  Trevelyan.  On  the 
whole,  I  think  that  the  evidence  is  sufficient ;  and  if  it 
be  so  considered,  it  is  admitted  that  the  Defendants, 
the  purchasers,  have  no  defence  against  the  Plaintiff's 
demand ;  and  they  insist,  that  they  are  entitled  in  this 
suit  to  be  indemnified  out  of  the  estate  of  Thomas 
Malet  Charter^  as  against  their  Co-defendants.  On  the 
other  hand  the  Defendants,  who  are  interested  in  the 
estate  oi  Charter,  insist  that  they  ought  not  to  be  parties 
to  this  suit  at  all ;  and  although  they  have  taken  no 
objection  by  their  answer,  they  insist  that  the  bill  ought 
to  be  dismissed,  as  against  them.  They  allege,  that  it 
was  not  necessary  or  proper  to  make  them  parties  to  a 
proceeding,  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a 
clear  and  undoubted  right  against  the  purchasers ;  that 

the 
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the  purchasers  are  entitled  to  no  relief  against  them, 
and  that  they  cannot  be  required  to  indemnify  the  pur- 
chasers in  this  suit. 

At  the  time  when  the  original  suit  was  instituted,  the 
legal  estate  in  the  lands  which  are  in  question  in  the 
supplemental  suit  was  vested  in  Thomas  Malet  Charter. 
By  the  decree  he  was  ordered  to  convey  the  same  lands, 
and  to  account  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  rents  thereof 
which  he  had  received. 

By  the  transfer  which  he  had  made,  pendente  lite^  he 
had  disabled  himself  from  obeying  the  decree.  If  his 
act  in  this  respect  had  been  known  before  the  decree, 
the  purchasers  might  have  been  made  parties  to  the 
original  suit,  and  suitable  relief  would  ha^e  been  given 
by  the  decree :  Mr.  White  would  have  been  ordered  to 
reconvey  the  estate  conveyed  to  him,  Mr.  Major  and 
Mr.  Charter  would  have  been  ordered  to  reconvey  the 
demised  estate,  and  Mr.  Charter  might  have  been  or- 
dered to  account  for  the  rent  which  he  might  have 
received  if  he  had  n6t  executed  the  conveyance  and 
lease. 
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1839. 
Thevelyan 

V, 

White. 


The  Plaintiff,  either  not  knowing  of  the  transactions, 
or  not  choosing  to  delay  his  suit,  by  bringing  the  pur- 
chasers before  the  Court  previously  to  the  hearing,  ob- 
tained his  decree  against  Mr.  Charter^  and  revived  it 
against  Mr.  Charter's  representatives,  without  making 
the  purchasers  parties ;  but  he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  the  decree  against  the  purchasers  pendente  liie^  and  it 
was  only  by  filing  his  bill  against  them,  that  he  could 
obtain  a  reconveyance,  and  get  back  the  lands  leased 
to  Major,  I  conceive  that  Ellis  James  Charter ,  to  whom 
the  estate  of  Thomas  Malet  Charter  has  descended,  ought 
to  join  in  the  reconveyance  with  Major  and  those  claim- 
ing 
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ing  under  him ;  and  that  Tor  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
such  joint  reconveyance,  E/lis  James  Charier  is  properly 
made  a  party  to  this  suit. 

And  considering  the  nature  of  the  original  suit,  and 
of  the  decree  therein  made,  that  accounts  are  pending 
which  may  lead  to  and  require  an  account  of  the  assets 
of  Thomas  Malet  Charter ^  that  in  this  suit  the  Plaintiff 
appears  to  me  to  be  entitled  to  an  account  of  the  rents 
of  these  estates,  which  Thomas  Malet  Charter^  or  those 
claiming  under  him,  might  have  received  if  the  lands 
had  not  been  sold  or  leased,  I  think  that  the  personal 
representatives  of  Thomas  Malet  Charter  are  also  proper 
parties  to  this  suit 

I  have  more  di£Sculty  in  determining  what  relief  can 
be  afforded  to  the  purchasers  in  this  suit     The  bill  ex- 
pressly charges,  that  they  claim  compensation  (a) :  to 
this  charge  no  defence  is  made,  and  1  apprehend  it  to 
be  clear,  that  they  are  entitled  to  compensation  in  some 
form  or  other.     If  they  ask  from  Charter^s  estate  no 
more  than  repayment  of  the  purchase-money,  and  obtain 
from  the  Plaintiff  an  allowance  for  substantial  repairs 
and  lasting  improvements,  I  incline  to  think  that  relief 
may  be  given  in  this  suit;  if  more  is  asked,  I  am  afraid 
that  assistance  cannot  be  given  here. 

(a)  *'  Charges  that  John  While  and  compensation   out  of  the 

claims,    in    case    he    shall    be  assets    of   said    Thomas    Maid 

evicted  from  the  property  com-  Charter,  for  all  loss,  injury  aod 

prised  in  the  before-mentioned  damage  which  shall,  by  reason 

lease  of  the  7th  July  1828,  to  of  such  eviction,  be  sustained  by 

have  an  adequate  recompense  him." 
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18S9. 


WHITTEM  V.  SAWYER.  Aug.  6, 7. 

TN  this  case  Mr.  Parker^  a  bankrupt,  in  right  of  his  A  wife  estab- 
wiFe,  was  entitled  to  trust  funds  which  were  the  sub-  right  to  a  set- 

jeict  of  this  suit.     Mrs.  Parker  insisted  on  her  equity  to  element,  as 

,  against  her 

have  a  settlement  as  against  the  assignees  of  her  husband,  husband's  as- 

and  it  was  arranged  that  half  the  funds  should  be  con-  Sae^of^oM* 

ceded  by  the  assignees  for  that  purpose.  half  of  the 

fund:  Held, 
that  she  could 

On  settling  the  minutes  of  the  decree,  not  afterwards 

waiye  the 
making  of  the 

Mr.  G.  Turner,  on  behalf  of  the  wife,  submitted  that  ««ttlemcnt  89 

as  to  defeat 

she  could  now  waive  her  right  to  have  the  sum  set-  the  righto  of 
tied,  and  he  proposed  that  it  should  be  carried  over  to    ^^ 
the  joint  account'  of  the  husband  and  wife :  he  cited 
Tenner  v.  Taylor  (a),  Murray  v.  Lord  Eltbank.  (J) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  that  the  agree- 
ment enured  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  that  the  wife  could  not  waive  the  settlement, 
but  said  he  would  look  into  the  cases  cited. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  after  referring  to  Barker       Aug.  ?• 
V.  2>a  (c),  held  that  there  must  be  a  reference  to  the 
Master,  to  approve  of  a  proper  settlement  of  the  fund. 

(a)  3  Ruis.  4-  M^l,  190.    See         (&)  10  Ves.  84.,  and  13  Vet.  1. 
Groves  y.  Clarke^  1  Keen^  132.;  (c)  6  Mad^  330. 

Uoyd  y.  Wiiliam,  1  Mad. 450.; 
Stemmetxr.Halkin,  1  Gl.iJ.64. 


Vol.  I.  Qq 
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18S9. 


jyly  1.  BIERDERMANN  t;.  SEYMOUR. 

Itisthedutv    rilHE  bill  was  filed  in  183S,  by  the  leml  personal 

of  a  Plaintiff       ■  ^-  ^     ^    ^  ^  «•    V^ 

to  come  fully  representatives  of  the  testator^  J.  W.  Bierdermann 

prepared  at      /^^^  ^f  whom  was  his  heir),  and  was  amended  in  1884. 
the  heanng,       ^  ,  ,  ' 

to  ask  the  It  stated  certain  specific  bequests,  made  to  the  Defend- 

de  r^  •  and  ^"^  Louisa  Ann  Seymour  and  her  children,  by  the  will 

if  he  is  not  so  of  the  testator,  dated  in  1825,  and  a  codicil  dated  in 

the^sdtV""^  1827.   The  bill  then  stated  « that  the  said  testator  made 

pears  defective  and  published  a  second  codicil  to  his  said  will,  bearing 
from  his  de-  i       r  -n  »  ...  .  , 

fault,  it  is  then  date  the  5th  of  February  1834,  but  it  is  not  material  to 

a  matter  of  g^j.  f^j^j^  ^^y  ^^^^  ^f  ^^  same;"  and  it  then  proceeded 
discretion  or  ''  ^  '  ^ 

indulgence  to    to  allege,  that  the  Defendant  Louisa  Ann  Seymour  had. 

feave  to'sup-  ^^^hout  the  assent  of  the  Plaintiffs,  taken  possession  of 
ply  the  defect,  the  articles  specifically  bequeathed  to  her,  and  *^  the  whole 
came  on,  and    ^^  ^^^  aforesaid  particulars  being  liable  to  pay  and  satisfy 

was  ordered      the  said  testator's  debts,"  they  had  applied,  but  in  vain, 

to  stand  over  .  .     . 

for  want  of      to  her  to  give  up  the  same  to  Plaintiffs.    The  bill  prayed 

parties ;  it  was  ^^  account  of  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the 
brought  on  a  ^  ^ 

second  time,  testator  which  had  come  to  the  hands  of  the  Defend- 
iLationf  and    *"^  Louisa  Ann  Seymour j   or  of  any  person  by  her 

statements  in    order  or  for  her  use,  and  that  she  might  be  compell 
the  bill  were     ^  r       %  j   •/»••.       i         i 

found  so  de-     ^  account  tor  the  same ;  and,  it  requisite,  that  the  usa 

fective,  as  to     accounts  mi£:ht  be  taken  of  the  testator's  personal  es 

prevent  the  °  .  "^     . 

Court  making  the  Plamtins  offering  to  come  to  all  proper  accounts. 

a  decree,  and 

the  suit  was 

again  defective       The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  in  May  1835,  when  ii 

parties  •  the  ^^  ordered  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  for  the 

Court  gave  to  amend  their  bill,  by  adding  parties  as  they  might 

leave  to  set  advised.     The  Plaintiffs  amended,  but  finding  that  the; 

^•*  h'^^h^'^^  had  not  then  brought  all  the  necessary  parties  befon^ 

on  the  terms  tOC 

of  their  paying 

the  Defendants  the  costs  of  the  former  and  of  the  present  hearing. 
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the  Court,  they  obtained  liberty  from  the  Lord  Chan-       1839. 
cellor,  airain  to  act  on  the  leave  to  amend,  by  adding  ^^"^"^^^"^^ 
the  parties  so  omitted,  (a)       The   Plaintiffs  amended  v, 

their  bill,  by  introducing  the  following  statement  after  Seymour. 
the  recital  of  the  will  and  codicils  ;  viz.  **  That  the  said 
will  and  codicils  were  executed  to  pass  real  estate,  and 
the  same  contained  devises  of  real  estates  of  which  the 
testator  was  seized,  and  charges  upon  the  same,  which,  as 
Plaintifis  are  advised,  it  is  not  material  to  set  forth,  as 
by  the  said  will  and  codicils  or  the  probate  thereof,  and 
which  for  greater  certainty  Plaintiffs  refer,  when  pro- 
duced, will  appear."  The  Plaintiffs  also  added  several 
persons  as  parties  Defendants,  some  of  whom  were 
legatees,  and  the  others  were  described  in  the  bill  in 
these  words  :  ^*  The  said  other  Defendants  are  devisees 
under  the  said  testator's  will,  who,  it  is  insisted,  are 
interested  in  and  are  necessary  parties  to  this  suit" 

The  Defendants,  including  L.  A.  Seymour^  by  their 
answer  stated,  that  the  testator's  will  was  executed 
in  the  manner  required  by  law  for  the  devise  of  real 
estates,  and  that  the  testator  signed  such  paper  writing 
as  in  the  said  amended  bill  was  called  a  second  codicil  to 
his  said  will,  but  that  the}'  did  not  know  whether  tes* 
tator  was  competent  to  make  such  codicil.  The  answer 
further  stated,  that  the  testator  was,  at  the  time  of 
making  his  will,  and  also  at  the  time  of  his  death,  seized 
of  real  estate  of  considerable  value,  part  of  which  was 
devised  by  his  will  subject  to  the  payment  of  certain 
specified  debts,  and  that  other  part  thereof  descended 
tipon  the  Plaintiff  George  A.  Bierdermann^  his  heir-at- 
law,  but  subject  to  the  payment  of  certain  specified  debts 
charged  thereupon  by  the  will ;  and  the  Defendants  by 
their  answer  submitted,  that  the  testator's  specialty  debts 

ought 

(a)  2  MyL^Cr.  117. 
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18S9.       ought  to  be  satisfied  by  the  Plaintiff  George  A.  Bier- 

BiEBD^^^"^    rf^nwann,  out  of  the  real  estates  descended  upon  him,  in 

o.  case  of  a  deficiency  of  the  general  personal  estate,  and 

YMouft.     ^1^^^  ^^  debts  specifically  charged  upon  the  real  estates 

ought  to  be  paid  thereout,  and  not  out  of  the  personal 

estate  specifically  bequeathed ;  and  that  all  the  specific 

legatees  should  contribute  to  make  good  any  deficiency, 

and  that  all  proper  parties  should  be  brought  before  the 

Court  for  a  proper  administration  of  the  testator's  real 

and  personal  estate  in  manner  aforesaid. 

The  cause  now  came  on  again  for  hearing,  when 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Cankrien  objected,  that  the 
bill  ought  to  have  been  framed  with  a  view  to  obtain  a 
decree  to  establish  the  will  and  to  have  the  trusts  carried 
into  effect;  that  the  specific  legatees  ought  not  to  be 
called  on  to  contribute,  until  the  debts  payable  out  of 
the  real  estates  had  been  satisfied ;  that  no  decree  conld 
be  made  upon  the  present  bill,  framed  as  it  was;  and 
that  as  some  of  the  Defendants  disputed  the  compe- 
tency of  the  testator  to  make  the  second  codicil,  (which 
it  would  be  seen,  when  brought  before  the  Coart, 
affected  the  question,  how  far  the  debts  were  payable 
out  of  the  real  estates  in  exoneration  of  the  personal 
estate  specifically  bequeathed,)  the  Plaintiff  ought  to 
file  a  supplemental  bill  and  establish  the  second  codicil; 
that  it  was,  therefore,  useless  to  allow  the  present  suit 
to  proceed,  and  that  the  Court  ought  to  dismiss  it, 
allowing  the  Plaintiffs,  if  they  pleased,  to  commence 
de  novS  ;  or,  at  all  events,  the  Defendants  ought  to  be 
paid  the  costs  they  had  been  put  to  by  the  Plaintiffi* 
wilful  neglect,  in  not  putting  the  record  into  a  proper 
state,  (a) 

Mr. 

(a)  7)fUr  y.  BeU^  1  JTe^^SSe.;  8  Jiy.  ^  CV.89.  ^as  rdened 
to. 
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Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Dtxon^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  sub-        18S9. 
mitted,  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  put  the  Plaintiffs  to  n'^^-^^^w 
the  useless  expense  of  commencing  entirely  de  novS ;  v. 

but,  if  necessary,  should  give  them  the  opportunity  of 
putting  the  present  suit  into  a  proper  state;  that  the 
second  codicil,  as  well  as  the  will  and  first  codicil,  had 
been  proved  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  that  there- 
fore the  Defendants  could  not  dispute  it  as  to  the  per- 
sonal estate ;  that  the  Defendants  did  not  expressly  deny 
its  validity  as  to  the  real  estate,  but  only  stated,  they  did 
not  know  whether  the  testator  was  competent  at  the 
time  it  was  signed  by  him. 

Tke  Master  of  the  Rolls.  It  appears  to  me  to  be 
clear,  that  this  suit  is  defective  for  want  of  parties,  and 
considering  what  has  been  stated,  the  interests  of  the 
parties,  and  the  questions  which  may  arise,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  bill  does  not  contain  such  statements 
and  allegations  as  are  necessary  to  enable  the  Court  to 
carry  the  will  duly  into  execution;  nevertheless,  from 
the  statements  which  are  now  made,  it  appears  that 
there  are  serious  questions  which  may  arise  between 
these  parties ;  and  I  should,  therefore,  be  very  reluctant 
to  deprive  them  of  any  benefit  which  may  be  derived 
from  the  proceedings  which  have  already  taken  place. 

With  respect  to  giving  leave  to  amend,  my  opinion  is 
the  same  as  it  was  in  the  case  referred  to  of  the  de- 
murrer. It  is  the  duty  of  a  Plaintiff  to  come  fully  pre- 
pared to  ask  the  Court  for  a  decree ;  and  if  he  is  not 
so  prepared,  and  it  appears  that  the  suit  is  defective 
from  his  default,  then  I  think  that  it  is,  what  is  usually 
called,  an  indulgence  to  give  the  Plaintiff  leave  to  supply 
that  defect  afterwards;  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  Court 
to  consider  whether,  for  promoting  the  ends  of  justice, 
leave  should  be  given  or  not.     I  do  not  think  it  is  a 

Qq  S  right 
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^  1839.       right  which  the  Plaintiff  can  demand  of  the  Court;  but 
BiEBDEBMANN  ^^  ^^  offcrs  good  Tcasons  why  this  indulgence  should 

m 

.      V*  be  irranted.  then  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  irrant  it : 

Seymour.     ,       .^  .  /  i        .    .  „      . 

but  if  no  good  reasons  are  shewn,  then  it  is  equally  the 

duty  of  the  Court  to  refuse  the  application. 

Now  this  case  has  twice  come  on  for  hearing,  and 
has,  on   both  occasions,   been  defective  for   want  c^ 
parties ;  yet  it  is  a  case  in  which  probably  some  advan- 
tage may  be  taken  of  the  proceedings  which  have  taken 
place,  and  of  the  answers  which  have  been  put  in.    One 
of  two  courses  must  be  adopted,  either  this  suit  must  be 
dismissed  altogether,  giving  the  Plaintiffs  leave  to  com- 
mence de  nov6j  or  the  Plaintiffs  may  have  leave  to  put 
this  suit  into  a  proper  state,  making  amends,  as  far  as 
they  can,  for  the  inconvenience  and  expense  which  the 
Defendants  have  been   put  to  by  the  former 
fections  of  this  suit.    On  the  whole,  I  think  the 
must  pay  the  Defendants  the  costs  of  the  original  hear      -j. 
ing,  and   those  which   have  been  occasioned   by  th^i^^e 
present  hearing;  but,  at  the  same  time,  I  think  I  ough^^Kst 
to  give  them  leave  to  put  this  suit  in  a  proper  stat 
either  by  amending  it  or  by  filing  a  supplemental  bilL 
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1839. 

FIELD  V.  HUTCHINSON.  juiyss. 

npHIS   was  a  bill    for  the  specific  performance   of  Where  the 

"*-    affreeraents  for  crantinir  a  lease  of  certain  pre-  ]^a"'  ofs'gna- 
o  ^  o  r         ture  to  an 

mises;  the  bill  stated  that  the  agreements,  in  which  the  agreement  for 
Defendant's  name  occurred  (a),    were  written  in  the  lands^clearlv 
handwriting  of  the  Defendant :  and  that  the  agreement  appears  on 
had  been  part  performed.  objection  may 

be  taken  ad* 
The  Defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer  to  the  whole  general  de* 

bill,  murrer;  but 

the  statements 
of  this  bill  not 
Mr.  Bird  (in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Pemberton)^  in  sup-  being  incon> 

port  of  the  demurrer,  amongst  other  objections,  con-  signature  by* 
tended  that  it  did  not  appear,  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  ^^^  party  to 
that  the  contract  was  signed  as  required  by  the  Statute  and  contain- 

ot  Frauds.  ^"P  alle^tions 

ot  part  per- 
formance, a 
Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Thomas  Turner,  contra^  on  general  de- 

this  point,  contended  that  the  objection,  for  want  of  sig-  was  overruled. 
nature,  could  not  be  taken  by  general  demurrer,  for 
a  contract,  though  not  signed,  might  under  a  variety  of 
circumstances  be  valid  in  equity ;  and  that  this  species 
of  defence  must  be  raised  either  by  plea  or  answer. 

Mr.  Birdj  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls)  after  disposing  of  the  other 
points).  It  is  said  that  it  does  not  appear,  from  the  re- 
cord, that  the  agreement  was  signed  in  the  manner 
required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  It  is  not  distinctly 
alleged  on  the  record,  but  the  statements  are  quite  con- 
sistent 

(a)  See  Knight  v.  Crockford^  1  E»p,  189.;  Saunderson  v.  Jackson^ 
S  Bot.  4r  P*  338. 

Qq  4 
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18S9.        sistent  with  there  being  a  suflScient  signature  by  the 

'"^^^^     party  to  be  charged. 

•. 
HuTcuiNBON.       There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  a  bill  may  oontain 

such  statements  as  to  entitle  a  Defendant,  by  general 

demurrer,  to  take  advantage  of  the  want  of  signature^ 

because  it  might  appear  clear  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not 

entitled  to  the  relief  he  asked.     All  that  is  necessary  to 

say  in  this  case  is,  that  although  some  part  of  the  relief 

sought  by  this  bill  cannot  be  granted,  and  that  some 

part  is  doubtful,  yet  it  appears,  from  the  statements, 

that  there  is  some  relief  which,  if  the  allegations  should 

be  then  proved,  will  be  granted  at  the  hearing. 

Demurrer  overruled. 


Jwmm,  between 

C.  POOLE  .  .  -  Plaintiff, 

AND 

W.PASS       ....        Defendant 

A  mortgagee,    ^T^HE  testator  in   1822  mortgaged  his  moiety  of  an 
tiAfied'mort-*'  estate  at  Timperley  to  the  Defendant,  William  Passt 

gage  term  was  by  demise  for  1000  years, 
vested,  held, 
under  the  cir- 

S"*?Ibn^  The  mortgage  money  was  repaid^  but  no  reconveyance 

sign  it  to  the    was  executed,  the  testator  having,  as  was  stated  by  the 
^l^the^^    answer,  declined  to  take  the  same. 

mortgagor,  The 

without  the 

concurrence  of  the  parties  beneficially  interested  in  the  property  uAder  the  wUI. 

A  testator  allowed  a  satisfied  mortgage  term  to  remam  outstanding  in  the  mort- 
gagee, and  he  devised  the  estate  to  a  trustee  in  such  a  manner  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  to  entitle  him  to  call  for  an  assignment  of  the  term  without  the  concurrence 
of  the  parties  beneficially  entitled ;  the  termor,  under  the  advice  of  counsel,  refused 
to  assign  without  such  concurrence,  and  a  suit  became  necessary  to  compel  him : 
The  Court,  though  of  opinion  that  the  termor  was  not  entitled  to  insist  on  bis 
objection,  gave  him  his  costs,  charges  and  expences. 
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The  testator  by  his  will,  after  'directing  all  his  just  18S9. 
debts,  iuneral  and  testamentary  expences  to  be  paid  and 
discharged  by  and  out  of  his  estate  and  effects,''  gave 
the  moiety  of  the  freehold  property  at  Timperley  and 
his  leasehold  for  lives  at  Bowden  and  elsewhere  to  the 
Plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
rents  thereof  to  his  wife  during  the  minority  of  his  son 
John;  and  after  his  attaining  21  years,  he  gave  his  wife 
an  annuity  of  40/.  a  year,  and  he  charged  all  his  real 
and  leasehold  hereditaments  with  the  payment  thereof, 
and  he  gave  her  a  power  of  distress  for  the  same ;  and 
subject  thereto,  he  devised  his  freeholds  and  leaseholds 
in  manner  hereinafter  particularly  mentioned.  And  he 
directed  his  trustee,  when  and  as  soon  as  his  son  John 
should  attain  the  age  of  21  years,  to  cause  a  valuation 
to  be  made  of  his  estates,  which  were  to  be  allotted  in 
three  separate  shares,  and  were  to  be  divided  amongst 
his  children,  John^  Peter  and  Mary  Ann  ;  and  it  was  his 
will  and  mind  that  his  son  John  should  take  the  first 
refuse  of  his  leasehold  at  Bowden  and  his  freehold  at 
Timperley;  and  that  his  son  Peter  should  take  such  of 
the  two  estates' as  should  remain;  "and  according,  to 
such  choice  made  by  his  said  two  sons,  he  gave  and 
devised  the  same  estates  to  each  of  them  severally,  their 
respective  heirs  and  assigns,''  for  ever:  and  he  appointed 
the  Plaintiff  and  his  son  John  executors. 

The  testator  died  in  18S2,  and  (as  was  stated)  his  son 
John  attained  twenty-one  about  September  or  October 
1834,  but  had  not  made  his  election  between  the  two 
estates. 

After  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  Plaintiff  was 
desirous  of  having  the  term  of  1000  years  surrendered 
and  assigned  to  him,  and  the  Defendant  claiming  no 

interest 
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1839.  interest  in  it,  was  willing  to  execute  such  assignment  as 
proposed  by  the  Plaintiff;  but  reference  being  made  Id 
the  draft  assignment  to  the  testator's  will,  it  was  re- 
ferred to  by  the  Defendant,  who  then  had  some  doubt 
as  to  its  effect,  and  in  December  18S4  objected  to  execute 
the  assignment  without  the  concurrence  of  the  cestukqai 
trustj  alleging,  that  '^  the  devise  upon  trust  of  the  testa- 
tor's estate  to  his  trustees  was  only  co-equal  to  the 
minority  of  his  son  Johny  and  that  upon  his  attainment 
to  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  (which  event  he  under- 
stood had  happened),  the  Timperley  estate  was  devised 
over  to  one  of  the  two  sons  in  fee  ;  that  this  would  have 
the  effect  of  vesting  the  estate  in  the  son,  and  that  the 
term  of  years  affecting  it,  must  remain  subject  to  hb 
direction;"  and  further  that  the  deed  prepared  would 
not  have  the  effect  of  merging  the  term. 

To  this  it  was  replied,  that  the  son  John  not  having 
made  his  choice  under  the  will,  the  trustee  was  compe- 
tent to  receive  a  surrender. 

A  controversy  then  took  place  between  the  parties, 
and  they  both  consulted  Conveyancers  of  eminence  on 
the  point,  who  differed  in  opinion ;  the  gentleman  con- 
sulted by  the  Plaintiff  being  of  opinion  that  the  assign- 
ment might  safely  be  made  without  the  concurrence  of 
the  cestuis  que  trust,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  De- 
fendant's conveyancer,  though  concurring  that  the  Plain- 
tiff took  the  legal  estate  in  fee  simple,  was  of  opinion, 
that  the  Defendant  would  not  be  justified  in  assigning 
or  surrendering  the  term  by  the  direction  of  the  trustee 
under  the  will,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  parties 
beneficially  interested ;  he  added,  **  that  in  the  case  of 
a  devise  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  trustee  and  his  heirs, 
in  trust  for  A.  and  his  heirs,  he  apprehended  it  would 
be  clear,  that  the  trustee  of  a  prior  satisfied  term  would 

not 


V, 

Pass. 
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not  be  justified  in  dealing  with  the  term  without  the 
concurrence  of  A!* 

The  Defendant  then  proposed  to  have  the  draft 
settled  by  a  third  counsel)  but '  this  offer  was  not  ac- 
cepted, and  in  April  18S6  this  bill  was  filed  to  compel 
the  Defendant  to  assign  the  term  and  to  pay  the 
costs. 

Mr.  Pemberian  and  Mr.  Kenyan  Parker^  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. 

The  question  is,  whether,  where  an  estate  is  devised 
to  trustees  who  have  the  absolute  estate,  a  mortgagee 
who  has  been  paid,  and  is  therefore  a  trustee,  can  refuse 
to  surrender  the  term  without  a  suit  in  Chancery.  The 
conveyancer  consulted  by  the  Defendant  could  not  have 
been  aware  that  in&nts  were  interested  in  the  estate,  and 
that  it  would  be  impossible  for  them  to  join ;  that  there 
must  be  a  decree  is  clear,  and  the  Defendant  ought  to 
be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  which  have  been  wantonly 
occasioned.  Artier  v.  Siannard  (a)  shows,  that  at  any 
rate,  he  is  not  entitled  to  his  costs. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  G.  Z«.  BusseUj  for  the  Defendant. 

The  Defendant  does  not  object  to  assign  the  term  as 
the  Court  may  order ;  but  being  a  trustee,  he  is  entitled 
to  his  costs.  It  was  by  the  desire  of  the  testator  him- 
self that  the  term  was  not  assigned ;  it  is  no  longer  a 
mortgage  term,  but  an  attendant  term,  and  the  Defend- 
ant would  not  be  justified  in  merging  the  term,  or  in 
dealing  with  it,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  parties 
beneficially  interested  under  the  will  of  the  testator ;  it 

would 

(a)  3  Afy.  4*  JT.  see. 
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1889.  would  prejudice  them,  and  be  a  breach  of  trust,  for 
which  the  Defendant  might  incur  liability;  the  cause 
ought,  therefore,  to  stand  over  to  make  the  cesttds  que 
trust  parties  to  it  This  case  is  distinguishable  in  its 
circumstances  from  Angier  v.  Stannard.  They  also  cited 
Calverley  v.  Phelp  (a)  and  Odnjum  v.  Fallows,  (b) 

Mr,  Pemberton^  in  reply,  contended  that  the  fact  o( 
the  real  estate  being  charged  with  debts  was  of  itself  suf- 
ficient to  justify  the  trustee  and  executor  in  calling 
upon  the  Defendant  to  convey  the  legal  estate. 

T^  Master  of  the  Rolls  (after  stating  the  mort- 
gage^  the  will  and  the  subsequent  circumstances)  said, 
I  must  say,  under  these  circumstances,  the  Defendant 
is  entided  to  be  paid  his  costs  of  this  suit ;  and  it  ap- 
pears to  me  on  the  whole,  that  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right 
to  have  this  term  surrendered ;  he  has  trusts  to  perform 
under  this  will,  which  require  that  he  should  have 
dominion  over  the  legal  fee  of  this  estate.  I  do  not  at 
all  agree  in  the  argument  which  has  been  ofiered  on 
behalf  of  the  Defendant,  that  he  is  to  look  to  the 
trusts :  the  proper  question  for  him  to  ask  himself  is, 
whether  he  will  be  exposed  to  any  riisk  in  doing  what  is 
required,  and  it  is  only  necessary  for  him  to  see  that  he 
does  not  endanger  his  own  safety.  It  appears  to  me 
that  there  are  things  to  be  done  which  entitle  the  Plain- 
tiff to  have  this  term  surrendered  to  himself;  that  being 
so,  a  decree  must  be  made  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  he  must 
pay  the  Defendant  the  costs  of  this  suit 

Mr.  Tinney.  As  trustee  he  will  have  trustee's  costs, 
as  between  solicitor  and  client,  and  the  costs  of  the 
opinion  taken. 

The 

(fl)  6  Mad.  229.  {b)  1  Ruu.^  Myl,  741. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.    Yes ;  I  think  no  trustee        18S9. 

would  be  safe  unless  such  costs  were  allowed.  ^^^^sy^^ 

Poole 


The  Defendant  was  decreed  to  execute  to  the  Plaintiff,  or  as  he 
should  direct,  a  surrender  or  assignment  of  the  term,  and  the  Master 
was  ordered  to  tax  the  Defendant  his  costs  of  this  suit,  as  between 
solicitor  and  client,  and  to  tax  him  his  charges  and  expences,  pro- 
perly incurred,  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff.  —  Reg,  Lib.  B.  1838. 
foL  965. 


VANCE  V.  VANCE.  July  so. 

/^N  the  22d  of  March  1837,  the  intestate,  George  A.B.pve 
^^  Vance,  being  confined  to  hb  bed  by  an  accident  J|[^X"r^to 
which  afterwards  occasioned  his  death,  signed  an  order  invest  a  sum 
on  his  bankers,  Messrs.  Coutts  and  Co.,  in  the  following  ^he^oi"nT  '*! 

form :  —  names  of  him- 

self and  wife, 
and  their 

**  Gentlemen,  — Be  so  eood  as  to  buy  a  thousand  brokers  ac- 

.«  cordmgly 

consols  for  me  and  my  wife,  *  old  account.'     I  am  your  made  the  pur- 

obedient  servant."  'dSdtitt 

contract,  but 
Having  signed  this  order,  he  desired  that  it  should  transfer  had 

be  sent,  on  the  ensuinir  day,  to  Messrs.  Coutts  and  Co.     ^^  co°>- 

^      ^^  pleted:Held, 

that  the  wife 

Mrs.  Vance  kept  the  order  in   her  possession,   and  ^"  entitled  to 

.  .  .        the  stock  by 

from  the  distress  of  mind  under  which  she  at  the  time  survivorship. 

laboured,  did  not  send  the  order  the  following  day, 

nor  on  the  next  succeeding  day  (being  Good  Friday) ; 

but  the  order  was  forwarded,  on  Saturday  the  25th  of 

March, 
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18S9.        March^  to  Messrs.  CouHs  and  Ca,  who  acted  on  it,  and 
sent  to  the  intestate  the  following  letter :  — 

<<  Strand^  London^  25th  Marchj  18S8. 
^*  Sir,  —  According  to  your  direction,  our  broker  has 
purchased  1000/.  consolidated  S  per  cents,  at  90^  for 

^904  10   0 
Brokerage  -  -         15   0 

^905  15    0 


To  be  transferred  into  the  joint  names  of  yourself  and 
Mrs.  Vance  on  Tuesday  next,  when  the  cost  will  be 
charged  to  your  account." 

The  testator  died  in  the  evening  of  Monday,  the  27th 
oi  March  18S7. 

On  Tuesdenfj  the  28th  of  March  1837)  the  sum  of 
1000/.  consols  was  transferred  into  the  joint  names  of 
the  intestate  and  his  wife ;  and  on  the  same  day  the 
sum  of  905/.  155.  was  charged  by  Messrs.  Cbu^  and 
Co.  to  the  account  of  the  intestate. 

The  question  was,  whether  this  sum  belonged  to  the 
estate  of  the  intestate,  or  to  the  widow  on  the  trusts  of 
the  ^^  old  account." 

Mr.  S/drraw  and  Mr.  E.  J.  Uoydj  for  the  Plaintiff, 
submitted  the  point  to  the  Court. 

Mr.  W.  H.  ClarJcCj  for  the  widow  of  the  intestate. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  thought  there  was 
enough  to  entitle  the  widow,  —  that  there  was  an  order 

given 
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given  by  the  intestate  to  his  bankers,  which  had  been        1839. 

acted  on  by  them  by  making  a  contract,  after  which  the     ^7^^^^ 

intestate  could  not  alter  it.  v, 

Vance. 


WALKER  t;.  MOORE.  •^«'^*^- 

THE  testator  by  his  will  expressed  himself  as  fol-  A  testator  be- 
queathed toe 
lows :  —  residue 

amongst  his 
five  grand- 
As  to  all  the  rest,   residue  and  remainder  of  my  children,  A., 

property,  and  which  I  shall  be  entitled  to  at  the  death  j^'^his  girMdi 
of  my  wife,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  the  same  to  *on  A's  two 
be  divided  equally,  share  and  share  alike  as  tenants  in  and  (r.^and 
common  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  amongst  my  five  grand-  ^t-!^^^*S^^ 
children,  William  Moore^  Thomas  Moorcy  Clement  Moore^  and  iT./ and 
Henry  Moore  and  Joseph  Moore^  my  grandson  William  «^n^^ 
Moore's  two    children,  Elizabeth   Moore  and  William  of  the  said 
Moore^  and  my  niece  Ttachael  Walker's  two  children,  tioned  chil- 
Bobert  Moore  Walker  and  Esther  Walker;  and  in  case  ^f®"  should 
any  of  the  said  last-mentioned  children  shall  die  before  their  attaining 

their  attaining  their  respective  aires  of  twenty-one  years  ^^^^^  respec- 

^  ^     ^  ^  .  ^^*  «6C8  of 

and  leave  no  lawful  issue,  then  the  survivors  to  have  the  twentv-one 

share  or  shares  of  him,  her  or  them  so  dying,  equally  f^^e  no"Hw. 

divided  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike.  ful  issue,  then 

the  survivors 
were  to  have 

William  Moore,  the  son  of  the  testator's  irrandson  his  or  her 

share  **    F 
William  Moore,  died  under  twenty-one  without  issue,  died  under  ' 

and  the  question  was,  whether  his  one  ninth  became  '^5"f^Z°"®» 
^  and  left  no 

divisible,  and  amongst  what  *^  survivors/'  issue:  Held, 

that  his  share 

It  was  submitted,  first,  that  the  share  was  not  di-  ble  hetween"* 
visible;  and,  secondly,  that  the  five  grandchildren  first  the  eight  sur- 

mentioned  did  not  participate  in  his  share.  tees,  chi^eo 

•114      and  grand. 
^^'  children. 
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1 8S9.  Mr.  Walker,  Mr./Coe  and  Mr.  J.  F.  Hall,  for  different 


V, 


Moore.  jj^  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion  that  the 

eight  survivors,  children  and  grandchildren,  participated 
in  the  one  ninth  share  of  William. 

Reg.  Lib.  1839.  966. 


ADDENDA   ET  CORRIGENDA. 

Page  1.  TuBeU  t.  jirnutrang  was  affirmed  bj  the  Lord  Chancellor,  SSd  Jan,  1840. 

34.  Scarborough  t.  Borman  ditto  ditto. 

79.  Jht  HourmOm  t.  Sheldon  ditto  6th  Nov,  1839. 

79.  for  «« 18S7"  read  "  ISSS,"  and  for  "  ISSS"  read  "  18S9." 

89.  for  « 1838"  read  <«1839.'' 
146.  for  *^John  Gough**  read  «  Charlei  John  Govgh.** 
146.  last  line,  «for  Henrietta  Seare"  read  «  Anna  Maria  Baker,*' 
181.  line  17.  for  ^haye"  read  *<had." 
184.  line  17.  for  « allowed**  read  «OTemiled.*' 

S28.  BeighingUm  r.  Grant,  affirmed  bj  the  Lord  Chancellor,  24th  I>ec,  1 839. 
S84.  reference  *'(e)'*  read  «  Tounge  f  CoU:' 
301.  for  «  1838  *'  in  the  margin,  read  « 1839." 
317.  line  S6.  for  ''party  and  party'*  read  "  solicitor  and  client" 
38S.  Bacon  t.  SjpoAtwoode,  affirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  26th  Jufy  1839. 
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ACCOUNT. 

See  Co-Defendants,  1,  2. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  3. 

ACCOUNTANT-GENERAL. 
See  Practice,  10. 

ADMINISTRATION. 

See  Annuity,  1,  2. 
Executor,  passim. 
Prerogative. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See  Injunction,  3. 

Production    of    Deeds 
and  Papers,  3. 


AGENT. 
See  Executor,  1. 


Vol.  I. 


AGREEMENT. 

A.f  being  entitled  to  an  undivided 
moiety  of  a  piece  of  ground,  agreed 
with  B.  that  in  case  either  of  them 
should  at  any  time  purchase  the 
other  moiety,  the  whole  should  be 
divided  in  a  particular  manner  be- 
tween them  ;  the  moiety  was  sold 
to  a  third  party,  whereupon  A. 
and  B.  further  agreed  that  neither 
of  them  would  purchase  that 
moiety  until  they  had  agreed  upon 
a  sum  to  be  given  for  it,  subject 
to  the  stipulations  and  conditions 
of  the  former  agreement.  A. 
aflerwards  refused  to  agree  upon 
the  price  to  be  given,  and  B.  hav- 
ing purchased  the  moiety  of  the 
property,  A.  refused  to  carry  the 
agreement  into  effect :  Held,  that 
A.  was  not  justified  in  refusing  to 
Rr  fix 
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fix  a  price ;  and  a  suit  having  been 
instituted  against  him  by  B»  for  a 
partition  of  the  property,  Held 
also,  that  A.  had  abandoned  the 
contract,  and  could  not  set  it  up 
as  a  bar  to  the  partition.  Morris 
V.  Timmins.  Page  411 

ALIEN. 

A  devise  of  lands  was  made  to  Eng- 
lish subjects,  in  trust  to  sell,  and, 
after  pAjment  of  mortgages,  to 
invest  the  surplus  monies  in  the 
funds,  in  trust  for  persons,  some 
of  whom  were  aliens  :  Held,  that 
the  crown  was  not  entitled  to  the 
share  of  the  aliens  cither  in  the 
land  or  the  produce.  Du  Hour- 
melin  v.  Sheldon.  79 

AMENDMENT. 

See  Injunction,  4,  5. 

Misjoinder    of    Plain- 
tiffs, 1. 
Practice,  1. 

ANNUITY. 

1.  The  dividends  of  a  sum  in  court 
being  insufficient  for  the  payment 
of  an  annuity  charged  upon  it,  a 
prospective  order  was  made  for 
the  salci  from  time  to  time,  of  so 
much  of  the  corpus  as  would,  to- 
gether with  the  dividends,  be  ne- 
cessary for  raising  the  amount  of 
the  annuity.     Hodge  v.  Letoin, 

431 

2.  A  sum  of  money  in  the  5  per 
Cents.,  set  apart  to  answer  an 
annuity,  was  reduced  to  3^  per 
Cents.,  and  the  dividends  having 


become  insufficient  to  pay  the  an- 
nuity, the  Court  made  a  pro- 
spective order  for  the  sale,  from 
time  to  time,  of  a  sufficient  part 
of  the  capital  to  meet  the  accru- 
ing payments  of  the  annuity.  Sroal- 
loxi)  V.  Swallow.  Page  432  d. 

ANTICIPATION,    RESTRAINT 

ON. 

See  Separate  Use,  1.  894. 

APPRENTICE. 

A  fiat  of  bankruptcy  issued  against 
the  master  of  an  apprentice,  but 
was  aflerwards  annulled,  by  means 
of  a  composition  between  the  bank- 
rupt and  his  creditors  :  Held,  that 
the  indentures  of  apprenticeship 
were  discharged.    AUen  v.  Coster. 

274 

APPROPRIATION. 

An  executor,  who  was  also  trustee, 
divided  the  assets  :  he  paid  to  the 
adult  legatees  their  shares,  and 
invested  the  shares  of  the  infants 
in  his  uwn  name,  but  be  executed 
no  declaration  of  trust  thereof: 
he  aflerwards  applied  these  sums 
to  his  own  use.  Further  assets 
having  unexpectedly  fallen  in. 
Held,  that  they  ought,  in  the  first 
place,  to  be  applied  in  making 
good  the  infants'  legacies.  WU* 
mott  V.  Jenkins.  401 

ASSETS  IN  INDIA. 

A  receiver  had  been  appointed  of 
the  testator*s  estate,  part  of  which 

was 
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was  in  India,  and  it  having  become 
necessary  to  haye  it  remitted,  Held, 
that  the  proper  course  was  to  refer 
it  to  the  Master,  to  inquire  what 
would  be  the  most  advantageous 
course  for  receiving  and  remitting 
it  to  England.     Keys  v.  Keys. 

Page  425 

ATTACHMENT. 

The  same  person  who  has  caused 
another  to  be  illegally  arrested 
and  detained,  cannot  serve  him 
with  a  subpoena  for  costs  whilst  in 
custody.     Hawkins  v.  Hail.      73 


BANKRUPT. 

See  Apprentice. 
Trustee,  4. 


BEQUEST. 

See  Appropriation. 
Condition. 
Devise,  2. 
Estate  for  Life. 
Husband  and  Wife. 
Specific  Legacy. 
Will,  passim. 

BEQUEST  TO  A  CLASS  OF 
CHILDREN. 

See  Will,  1. 

BOOKS. 

See  Will,  3. 


BREACH  OF  TRUST. 
See  Trustee,  1.  5.  8. 


CHARGE  ON  REAL  ESTATE. 

See  Exoneration. 

CHARITY. 

1.  A  charity  was  founded  ''  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  of  S. : "  Held, 
that  the  charity  funds  ought  to 
be  exclusively  applied  to  the  re- 
lief of  parties  not  receiving  pa- 
rochial relief.  The  Attorney'Gc' 
neral  v.  Wilkinson.  Page  370 

2.  The  entrance  of  boys  under  twelve 
years  of  age  into  a  free  school 
having  been  discouraged,  Held, 
on  petition  under  the  52  G.  3. 
c.  lOL,  that  such  a  course  of 
proceeding  was  prejudicial  to  the 
objects  of  the  charity,  and  ought 
to  be  corrected.  In  re  The  Rugby 
School.  457 

See  Free  School. 
Grammar  School* 
Trustee,  3. 

CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 

See  Sequestration,  1. 

CO-DEFENDANTS. 

L  Accounts  between  co-Defendants 
are  directed  in  those  instances 
only  in  which  a  case  is  made  out 
between  them  on  the  pleadings, 
and  is  supported  by  evidence. 

R  r  2  Where 
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Where  a  cause  had  beea  set 
down  on  bill  and  answer,  accounts 
between  co-Defendants  were  re- 
fused. EccUston  V.  Lord  Skel- 
mersdale.  Page  396 

2.  A  decree  was  made  against  A,  B., 
setting  aside, .as  fraudulent^  a  pur- 
chase by  an  agent  from  his  prin- 
cipal ;  and  a  reconveyance,  and 
the  usual  accounts  of  rents  and 
purchase-money  were  directed,  in 
which  an  allowance  was  to  be 
made  for  substantial  repairs  and 
lasting  improvements.  A.  B,  sold 
and  conveyed  part  of  the  property, 
pendente  lite^  and  died  before  the 
accounts  were  completed  ;  a  sup- 
plemental bill  was  filed  against 
the  purchasers  and  the  heir  and 
personal  representatives  of  A*  B,; 
the  bill  charged  that  the  pur- 
chasers,  in  case  of  eviction,  claimed 
compensation  out  of  the  estate  of 
A.  B. ;  the  conveyances,  pendente 
lite,  being  set  aside.  Held,  that 
the  purchasers  were  entitled  in 
this  suit,  as  against  their  co-De- 
fendants, the  personal  represent- 
atives of  A.  B.f  to  an  order  for  the 
repayment  of  their  purchase-mo- 
ney, and  were  entitled,  as  against 
the  Plaintiff,  to  an  allowance  for 
substantial  repairs  and  lasting  im. 
provements,  but  that  no  greater 
relief  could  be  given  them  in  this 
suit. 

Held  also,  that  the  heir  and  per- 
sonal representatives  were  proper 
parties  to  the  supplemental  bill. 
Treveltjan  v.  White.  588 

See  Injunction,  1. 


COMPENSATION. 

See  Trusteb,  7. 

COMPROMISE. 
See  Infant. 

CONDITION. 

A  bequest  was  made  by  a  testa- 
tor to  his  creditor,  on  condition 
of  his  paying  his  debt  before,  or 
to  his  (the  testator's)   executors 
immediately  after,  his  death  ;  the 
testator    afterwards    accepted    a 
composition,  and   the  remainder 
of  the    debt   continued    unpaid: 
Held,  that  the  legatee  was  never- 
theless   entitled    to    the   legacy. 
Gath  V.  Burton.  Page  478 

CONSIGNEE. 
See  Receiver,  2. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Agreement. 
Apprentice. 
CharitY)  1,  2. 
Condition. 

Covenant  to  Settle. 
Cumulative  Legacy. 
Devise,  passim. 
'Estate  for  Life. 
Evidence. 

Executors     and    Admini- 
strators. 
Friendly  Society. 
General  Orders, /mmtiuv. 
Husband  and  Wife. 

Interest 
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Interest  on  Legacy. 

Motion  to  Dismiss. 

Power,  Execution  of. 

Power  of  Sale. 

Release. 

Settlement. 

Ship. 

Specific  LegacyI 
Statute,  passim. 
Trustee,  7. 
Will,  passim, 

CONTEMPT. 

See  Practice,  6. 
Statute,  2. 

CONTRACT. 

See  Agreement. 

Parent  and  Child,  2. 

CONVERSION. 

Where  a  testator  directs  his  personal 
estate  to  be  converted  into  real 
estate  for  several  purposes,  some 
of  which  fail,  the  heicis  not,  after 
satisfying  the  purposes  which  can 
take  effect,  entitled  to  the  per- 
sonalty as  being  impressed  wiih 
the  character  of  realty.  Hereford 
V.  RavenhilL  Page  481 

A  testator  directed  his  trustees 
to  invest  his  personal  estate,  as 
soon  afler  his  death  as  a  con- 
venient purchase  could  be  found, 
in  a  real  estate,  and  settle  it  ac- 
cording to  certain  limitations. 
These  limitations  having  become 
exhausted  before  the  personal 
estate  had  been  invested:  Held, 
that  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator 


was  not  a  necessary  party  to  a 
suit  to  have  the  rights  to  the  fund 
declared.     Hereford  v.  RavenhiU. 

Page  481 

COSTS. 

1.  A  Plaintiff  who  enters  into  evi- 
dence to  prove  facts  clearly  ad- 
mitted by  the  answer,  must  pay 
the  costs,  though  he  succeed  in  ^ 
the  suit.    Booth  v.  Booth.        130 

2.  On  an  application  being  made  to 
the  Court  below  to  stay  the  ex- 
ecution of  an  order  pending  an 
appeal,  the  party  applying  pays 
the  costs;  but  where  before  the 
motion  to  stay  proceedings  has 
been  decided  the  Court  above 
reversed  the  order  below,  Held 
that  the  costs  of  the  motion  ought 
to  be  costs  in  the  cause.  Richard- 
son v.  The  Bank  of  England.  153 

See  Executor,  3. 5. 
Next  Friend,  1,  2. 
Outstanding  Term. 
Partition,  1. 
Provisional  Assignee. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  1.5 
Taxation,  1. 
Trustee,  3.  8. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2. 

COVENANT  TO  SETTLE. 

A  feme  being  entitled  to  a  rever- 
sionary interest  in  property  for 
her  separate  use,  both  she  and  her 
intended  husband  separately  cove- 
nanted to  settle  any  property, 
which  she  or  her  husband  in  her 
right,  might  become  entitled  to, 

Rr  S  upon 
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upon  certain  trusts :  the  above 
interest  having  fallen  into  pos- 
session, Held,  that  it  was  subject 
to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 
Taxvnei/  v.  Ward.  Page  563 

See  Settlement. 


COVENANT,  BREACH  OF. 
See  Lessor  and  Lessee. 

CROSS  BILL. 

A.  B»y  resident  abroad,  filed  a  bill 
against  C  Z).,  whereupon  C.  Z). 
filed  a  cross  bill ;  and  C  Z>.,  before 
answering  the  original  bill,  moved 
to  stay  all  proceedings  in  the 
original  suit  until  A.B.  had  an- 
swered the  cross  bill :  Held,  not- 
withstanding what  is  said  in  Ram- 
kissenseat  v.  Barker,  1  AfL  20., 
that  this  was  irregular.  Wigley 
v.  Whiiaker.  34^9 

CROWN. 

See  Alien. 

Prerogative. 

CUMULATIVE  LEGACY. 

Several  annuities  given  by  a  will  and 
codicils  held  to  be  cumulative. 
-Spire  V.  Smith.  41 9 


DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

See  Condition. 
Will,  2.  6. 


DEED. 

See  Covenant  to  Settle. 
Power,  Execution  of. 
Release. 

DEMURRER. 

One   of  two    tenants   ip   common 
brought  an  actiop  of  ejectment 
against    A.  B.    to   recover  pos- 
session of  some  property,  but  dis- 
covering (as  the  bill  alleged)  that 
there  was  an  outstanding  term, 
which  the  Defendant  intended  to 
set  up,  he  filed  a  bill,  praying  a 
declaration  of  his  right  to  a  moiety 
of  the  estate,  and  for  the  delivery 
of  the  estate  and  title  deeds,  and 
for  an  account  of  the  rents :  Held, 
on  demurrer^  that,  from  the  frame 
of  the  record,  the  other  tenant  in 
common  was  a  necessary  party; 
but  that  the  trustee  of  the  out- 
standing term  was  not.     Brookes 
v.  Burt.  Page  106 

See  Patent,  L 
Pleading,  S. 
Statute  of  Fbauds. 

DEVISE. 

L  A  devise  of  real  and  personal 
estate  to  a  feme  covert,  for  life, 
for  her  independent  use  and  be- 
nefit, with  remainder  to  her  hus- 
band, for  life,  "  with  remainder  to 
the  heirs  of  her  body,  in  tail," 
with  remainders  over;  accom- 
panied with  a  declaration,  **  that 
all  the  aforesaid  limitations  were 
intended  by  the  testator  to  be  in 
strict   settlement.*'     Held,    that, 

subject 
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subject  to  the  husband's  life  es- 
tate, the  wife  took  an  estate  tail 
in  the  real  estate,  and  an  absolute 
interest  in  the  personalty.  Douglas 
V.  Congreve.  Page  59 

2.  Devise  to  testator's  widow,  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  trustees 
and  their  executors,  to  pay  costs, 
&c.,  and  to  divide  the  residue  of 
the  rents  amongst  all  the  testa- 
tor's 'brothers  and  sisters  **  who 
should  be  living  at  the  time  of  the 
decease  of  his  (testator's)  wife, 
and  to  their  issue^  male  andjemaley 
after  the  respective  deceases  of 
his  said  brothers  and  sisters,  for 
ever;  to  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween and  among  them:"  Held, 
that  the  words  '^  issue  male  and 
female  "  were  to  be  construed  as 
words  of  limitation,  and  not  of 
purchase;  and  that  the  children 
of  a  sister  of  the  testator  who 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  widow, 
took  no  interest  under  the  de- 
vise. 

A  similar  decision  made  with 
respect  to  personal  estate.  Tate 
V.  Clarke.  100 

3.  A  testator  gave  a  rent  charge  to 
trustees,  during  the  life  of  A*  B. 
and  her  five  daughters,  in  trust, 
to  pay  it  to  A.  B.  for  life,  and 
after  her  death,  upon  **  trust  for 
her  said  daughters,  and  the  sur- 
vivors and  survivor,  and  while 
more  than  one  should  be  living  to 
be  divided  between  them  in  equal 
shares."  A.  B,  had  five  sons,  and 
one  daughter  only :  Held,  that, 
subject   to    the   life  interest   of 


A.  B.y  her  only  daughter  was  en- 
titled  to  the  rent  charge  of  200/. 
for  life.  Lord  Sehey  v.  Lord 
Lake.  Page  146 

4<.  A  testator  devised  a  freehold  es- 
tate to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his 
death  he  devised  the  same  to  be 
equally  divided  into  four  parts, 
between  one  child  of  A.y  one 
child  of  B.y  one  child  of  C.  and 
one  child  of  Z>.,  for  them  to  re- 
ceive the  rents  and  divide  the 
money  between  them  ;  and  it  was 
his  desire  that  his  estate  should 
never  -be  sold  out  of  the  family ; 
and  provided  A.y  B.^  C*  and  JD. 
should  never  have  any  lawful 
children,  the  testator's  desire  was 
that  their  parts  should  go  to  their 
next  of  kin.  At  the  time  of 
making  the  will  and  of  the  death 
of  the  testator  B.  only  had  a 
child,  namely,  a  daughter,  but 
after  the  testator's  death  B.  had 
a  son.  At  the  death  of  A*  there 
were  children,  both  sons  and 
daughters,  of  A.y  C  and  D.-, 
Held,  first,  that  the  gift  to  <<  one 
child"  was  not  void  for  uncer- 
tainty ;  secondly,  that  the  daugh- 
ter of  B.,  and  the  eldest  child  of 
A,y  C.  and  JD.  respectively,  whe- 
ther a  son  or  daughter,  who  came 
into  esse  after  the  testator's  death, 
were  entitled;  and  thirdly,  that 
under  the  words,  the  fee  passed. 
Potoell  V.  Davies.  532 

5.  Devise  by  testator  **  of  all  the 

lands  and  hereditaments  vested  in 

him  as  trustee  or  mortgagee  in 

fee,"  held  to  pass  trust  estates 

Rr  ^  vested 
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vested  in  the  testator,  but  not 
in  fee.     Greenwood  v.  Wakeford. 

Page  576 
See  Exoneration. 
Will,  5- 

DISCOVERY. 

See  Production  of  Deeds  and 
Papers. 

DISMISSING  BILL. 

See  Next  Friend. 
Practice,  5. 

DIVESTMENT, 
See  Will,  !• 


ELECTION,  PLAINTIFF  PUT 

TO. 

A  Defendant  who  is  prosecuted  in 
this  and  another  Court  for  the 
same  matter,  may  eight  days  after 
answer  put  the  Plaintift*  to  his 
election  in  which  Court  he  will 
proceed,  unless  the  answer  be 
excepted  to  within  that  time,  in 
which  case  the  Defendant  may 
require  the  Plaintiff  to  obtain  the 
Master's  report  in  four  days.  The 
Plaintiff  may,  however,  move  to 
discharge  the  order  for  election 
on  the  merits  confessed  in  the 
answer.  See  1st  General  Order 
(9th  May  1839> 


IX 


ELEGIT. 
See  Fieri  Facias,  passim. 


ENQUIRY. 
See  Practice,  7,  8. 

ESTATE  FOR  LIFE. 

A  testator  directed  his  widow  "  to 
be  in  possession  of  all  his  fumi. 
ture,  plate,  glass  and  books,  and 
for  the  time  of  her  natural  life,  to 
receive  the  yearly  interest  and 
profits  of  all  his  property  that  he 
was  in  possession  of  at  his  death  :** 
Held,  that  the  widow;  took  a  life 
interest  only  in  the  furniture,  &c. 
Loto  V.  Carter.  Page  426 

See  Will,  8. 

ESTATE  IN  FEE  SIMPLE. 
See  Devise,  4. 

ESTATE  TAIL. 
See  Devise,  1. 

EVIDENCE. 

In  a  suit  by  the  assignee  under  the 
Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  to  re- 
cover some  property  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  estate,  a  creditor  of 
the  insolvent  is  not  a  competent 
witness  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff: 
and  he  is  not  rendered  competent 
by  the  3  &  4  fV.  4.  c.  42.  ss.  26, 
27 •     Holden  v.  Hearn.  445 

2.  The  obligee  of  a  bond  bequeathed 
it  to  A.  B. :  Held,  in  a  suit  by 
the  legatee  against  the  executor, 
that  the  obligor  was  an  incompe- 
tent witness  to  prove  that  the  bond 
was,  under  the  circumstances,  ir- 
recoverable 
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recoverable  against  him,  and  that  I 
he  was  not  rendered  competent 
by  the  3  &  4  fV.  4.  c,  42.  ss.  26, 
27.  Denies  \.Morgan»    Page  405 

See  CosTSy  1. 

General  Orders,  1,  3. 

EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  A  single  exception  taken  to  the 
Master's  certificate  allowing  four 
interrogatories,  affirmed  that  **  the 
Master  ought  not  to  have  so  cer- 
tified, but  ought  to  have  dis- 
allowed such  interrogatories : " 
Held,  that  in  order  to  succeed  on 
the  exception,  it  must  be  shewn 
that  all  the  four  interrogatories 
were  improper.     Cotham  v.  IVesU 

380 

2.  An  exception  for  impertinence 
must  be  supported  in  totOt  or  will 
fail  altogether.     Tench  v.  Cheese. 

571 
See  Injunction,  2. 

Scandal  and  Impertinenxe. 

EXECUTOR. 

1.  Executors  held,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, justified  in  appointing 
an  agent  to  get  in  the  testator's 
debts,  and  in  allowing  him  a  sa- 
lary for  his  trouble.  Hopkinson 
V.  Roe.  183 

2.  The  sum  to  be  allowed  executors 
for  the  expenses  of  transferring  a 
large  sum  of  money  into  court  is 
one  guinea,  and  extra  brokerage 
was,  therefore,  disallowed.  Hop^ 
kinson  v.  Roe.  183 

S.  The  coste  of  transferring  funds, 
from  the  name  of  a  testator  into 


the  names  of  the  executors,  dis- 
allowed.    Hopkinson  v.  Roe. 

Page  183 

4.  Sums  paid  by  an  executor  out  of 
an  infant's  property  for  his  main' 
tenancef  cannot  be  allowed  by  the 
Master  under  a  direction  "  to 
make  all  just  allowances.'*  Co- 
thajn  V.  IVest.  380 

5.  The  only  way  in  which  executors 
can  obtain  complete  exoneration 
is  by  passing  their  accounts  in  a 
court  of  equity,  and  the  Court  is, 
consequently,  anxious  not  to  de- 
ter them  from  so  doing,  by  visit- 
ing them  with  the  costs.  Loxv  v. 
Carter.  426 

6.  Executors,  whose  testator  died 
in  1827,  advertised  for  persons 
having  claims  or  demands  on  the 
estate  of  their  testator,  and  having 
provided  for  all  that  appeared, 
they,  in  1829,  distributed  the  es- 
tate amongst  the  legatees  and 
took  from  them  an  indemnity.  A 
demand  previously  unknown  both 
to  the  claimant  and  the  executors 
was  made  against  the  estate  in 
1836,  and  a  bill  filed  to  enforce 
it :  Held,  that  if  the  claim  were 
valid,  the  executors  were  still 
personally  liable  to  the  Plaintiff. 
Hill  V.  Gomme.  540 

See  Appropriation. 
Evidence,  2. 
Further  Directions. 
Statute,  5. 
Trustee,  5. 

EXECUTOR  DE  SON  TORT. 

See  Plea. 

EXECUTORS 
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EXECUTORS   AND   ADMINI- 
STRATORS. 

The  words  ^*  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators'-  have  in  some  cases 
been  construed  to  mean  next  of 
kin,  but  the  words  ''  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns**  do 
not  admit  of  that  interpretation. 
Grqfftey  v.  Humpage.       Page  52 

EXONERATION. 

The  testator  mortgaged  two  estates 
by  demise ;  h^  specifically  devised 
one  of  them  (the  Blunsden)f  while 
the  other  (the  Marston)  descended 
on  his  heir;  and  he  devised  ^1 
his  estates  (except  the  Blunsden 
an4   Marston^)    and    bequeathed 
his  personal  estate  to  his  heir, 
subject  to   the   payment  of  his 
debts.     The  heir  afterwards  co- 
venanted to  exonerate  the  Bluns- 
den estate    from   the  mortgage, 
and  he  subsequently  joined  in  a 
deed,  wherebyi  with  the  concur- 
rence of  the  mortgagee,  who  was 
satisfied  that  the  Marston  estate 
was  a  sufficient  security,  the  term, 
as  to  the  Marston  estate  alone, 
was  transferred  to  trustees  to  se- 
cure the  mortgage  phoney.    The 
heir  by  his  will  devised  the  Mar- 
ston estate  specifically,  upon  cer- 
tain trusts,  and  he  gave  all  his 
other  real  and  personal  estate  to 
his  eldest  son,   <<  subject  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts  and  the  ful- 
filment of   all  his   contracts  and 
obligations:"     Held,  that  the  de- 
visees of  the  Marston  estate  took 


it  subject  to  the  mortgage,  and 
were  not  entitled  to  have  it  exo- 
nerated out  of  the  personal  estate 
of  the  second  testatqr.  The  Earl 
of  Bchester  v.  The  Earl  of  Car- 
narvon. Page  209 


FEME  COVERT. 

1.  On  an  application  for  payment  out 
of  court  of  money  belonging  to  a 

feme  covert ^  it  must  either  be  shewn 
that  there  has  been  no  settlement 
or  agreement  for  a  settlement ;  or, 
if  any  settlement  exist,  it  must  be 
produced,  to  enable  the  Court  to 
judge  whether  it  affiscts  the  fund 
in  question :  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
show  by  affidavit  that  the  particu- 
lar fund  is  not  the  subject  of  any 
settlement.  Rose  y.  Rolls,        270 

2.  A  wife  established  her  right  to  a 
settlement,  as  against  her  hus- 
band's assignees,  to  the  extent  of 
one  half  of  the  fund :  Held,  that 
she  could  not  afterwards  waive  the 
making  of  the  settlement  so  as  to 
defeat  the  rights  of  her  children. 
Whittem  v.  Saxvi/er.  593 


FEME  SOLE. 
See  Trustee,  6. 

HERI  FACIAS. 
1.  Persons  to  whom  money  or  costs 
are  ordered  to  be  paid  may  sue  out 
writs  off. fa.  or  elegit.     1st  Gene- 
ral Order  (10th  May  1839).      xii 

2.  Clerk 
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2.  Clerk  of  Court  to  mark  day  on 
which  order  for  payment  left  for 
entry,  otherwise  noji.ja.  or  elegit 
to  be  sued.  2d  General  Order 
( 10th  May  1 839).  Page  xii 

3.  Writs  oijfieri/aciai  and  elegU  to  be 
executed  by  sheriff  like  common 
law  writs,  and  when  returned  to 
be  delivered  to  clerk  in  court. 
Sheriff  to  be  allowed  the  same 
fees  as  at  common  law.  Sd  General 
Order  (10th  May  1839).  Page  xiii 

4.  Writs  o^Ji.Ja,  and  elegit  to  be  in- 
dorsed "  by  the  Court,"  and  the 
calling  and  residence  of  the  party 
against  whom  issued,  and  the  name 
and  residence  of  solicitor  and  the 
name  of  clerk  in  court,  and  sum 
to  be  levied  to  be  indorsed.  6th 
General  Order  (10th  May  1839). 

• « • 

xui 

5.  What  fees  to  be  allowed  to  solicitor 
and  clerk  in  court  for  issuing^. 

Ja»y  elegit^  or  venditioni  exponas, 
eth  General  Order  (10th  May 
1839).  xiv 

FORECLOSURE. 

See  Short  Cause. 
Mortgage,  2. 

FOREIGN  LAWS. 
See  Jurisdiction. 


FORFEITURE. 

An  agreement  was  entered  into  by 
A,  for  the  sale  of  an  estate  to  B.y 
to  be  completed  and  the  purchase- 
money  paid  on  or  before  the  ex- 
piration of  five  yearsi  and  in  the 


meantime  interest  on  the  purchase- 
money  was  to  be  paid  half-yearly 
by  the  purchaser ;  the  vepdor  re- 
served a  right  of  avoiding  the  con- 
tract in  case  the  interest  should 
Jg  be  in  urrear  for  twenty-one  days. 
To  enable  B.  to  pay  the  interest 
then  in  arrear  C  advanced  a  sum 
of  money  on  mortgage  of  jB.'s  in- 
terest in  the  property,  and  the 
vendor  afterwards  verbally  agreed 
with  C.  to  extend  the  term  for  the 
payment  of  the  half-yearly  interest. 
The  interest  became  afterwards  in 
arrear  in  such  a  way  that  A.  by 
the  original  agreement  had  a  right 
to  annul  the  contract,  but  he  had 
no  such  right  under  the  varied 
agreement :  A.  re-entered  as  for  a 
forfeiture.  The  Court,  on  the  ap- 
plication of  C,  appointed  a  re- 
ceiver over  the  property.  JDato- 
son  V.  Yates,  Page  301 

FREE  SCHOOL. 

The  Court  being  of  opinion  that 
Lord  Eldon  on  a  previous  occa- 
sion had  considered  that  exhibi- 
tions belonging  to  a  free  school 
might  be  given  to  scholars  not  on 
the  foundation,  declined  inter- 
fering so  as  to  give  the  free  scho- 
lars a  priority  over  those  who  were 
not  **  foundationers."  In  re  the 
Rugby  School*  4:57 

See  CharitTi  2. 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETY. 

An  oflBcer  of  a  friendly  society,  en- 
trusted witli  monies  of  the  society 

jointly 
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jointly  with  another  person  who 
is  a  member  but  not  an  officer  of 
the  society,  is  not  within  the  sum- 
mary remedy  provided  by  the 
eighth  section  of  the  act  33  G.  3. 
c.  5*.  In  the  Matter  of  the 
Heanor  Friendly  Society.  Page  508 
The  stewards  of  a  friendly  so- 
ciety who  were,  in  fact,  but  not  in 
name,  trustees  of  the  society,  al- 
lowed to  petition  under  that  act 
by  the  description  of  trustees. 
In  the  Matter  of  the  Heanor 
Friendly'  Society,  508 

FURTHER  DIRECTIONS. 

A  case  was  alleged  on  the  pleadings 
to  charge  executors  for  what  they 
might,  but  for  their  wilful  default, 
&c.,  have  received ;  at  the  hearing 
the  common  accounts  only  were 
directed  against  them :  the  case 
coming  on  for  further  directions, 
on  the  Master's  report.  Held, 
that  the  executors  could  not  be 
charged  as  for  their  wilful  default, 
&c.,  and  that  no  enquiry  could 
then  be  directed  on  the  subject, 
although  the  Master's  report  laid 
a  foundation  for  such  an  enquiry. 
Garland  v.  Littlcmood.  527 


GENERAL  ORDERS. 

L  Witnesses  having  been  examined 
viva  voce  in  the  Master's  office,  it 
is  irregular  afterwards  to  receive 
their  affidavits  in  evidence.  Hop^ 
kinson  v.  Roe.  182 


2.  An  application  in  a  cause,  by  a 
client,  to  tax  a  solicitor's  bill,  is 
not  within  the  general  orders  of 
May  ISSI.    Robins  v.  Mills. 

Page  227 

3.  Where  a  matter  is  referred  back 
to  the  Master,  he  is  at  liberty, 
without  special  order,  to  receiye 
further  evidence  thereon.  Cott* 
relly.  Watkins.  366 

4.  On  the  26th  of  April  1838,  the 
Plaintiff  undertook,  before  repli- 
cation, to  speed  (see  the  terms) ; 
on  the  8th  of  May  he  filed  a  re- 
plication, but  he  neither  sued  out 
a  commission  nor  did  he  take  any 
further  steps :  on  the  21st  of  Feb' 
ruary  1839,  on  the  motion  of  the 
Defendant,  the  bill  was  dismissed 
with  costs,  for  want  of  prosecu- 
tion.   Padmore  v.  Bod/ield.  ,  367 

See  Election. 

Fieri  Facias,  passim. 
Injunction,  4,  5. 
Motion  to  Dismiss. 
Mortgage,  2. 
Practice,  12. 
Preliminary  Accounts 
AND  Inquiries. 

GIFT  INTER  VIVOS. 

A,  B.  gave  directions  to  his  bankers 
to  invest  a  sum  of  money  in  the 
joint  names  of  himself  and  wife, 
and  their  brokers  accordingly 
made  the  purchase :  A.  B.  died 
afler  the  contract,  but  before  the 
transfer  had  been  completed: 
Held,  that  the  wife  was  entitled 
to  the  stock  by  survivorship. 
Vance  v.  Vance,-  605 

GRAMMAR 
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GRAMMAR  SCHOOL. 

The  school  was  designated  by  the 
founder  as  a  grammar  school,  but 
the  boys  were  to  be  taught  writing 
and  arithmetic  in  all  its  branches : 
Held,  that  those  who  were  qua- 
lified in  other  respects,  ought  to 
be  admitted  if  they  could  read 
English  and  were  capable  of  being 
taught  the  first  elements  of  gram- 
mar.   In  re  the  Rugby  SchooL 

Page  457 

See  Charity. 
Free  School. 

GUARDIAN  AND  WARD. 

Where  a  female  appointed  by  the 
Court  to  be  guardian  of  an  infant 
marries,  it  is  of  course  to  make  a 
new  reference  to  the  Master  to 
appoint  a  guardian.  In  re  Gor- 
nail.  347 


HEIR. 

See  Conversion. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

A  husband  transferred  money  in  the 
funds  into  the  joint  names  of  him- 
self and  wife,  for  tlie  purpose  of 
making  a  provision  for  her ;  and 
by  his  will  he  bequeathed  to  his 
wife  a  life  interest  in  *<  all  his  pro- 
I)erry  that  he  was  in  possession 
of:'*  Held,  that  the  stock  did  not 
pass.    Lov)  V.  Carter.  426 


See  Covenant  to  Settle. 
Feme  Covert,  1,  2. 
Gift  inter  Vivos. 
Misjoinder  of  Plain- 
tiffs, 1. 
Plea. 

Separate  Use,  passim. 
Settlement. 


IMPERTINENCE. 

Where,  by  the  bill,  a  Defendant  is 
called  upon  to  set  forth,  in  the 
ordinary  fonn,  and  without  any 
limitation  being  suggested  by  the 
Plaintiff,  a  schedule  of  deeds  in 
his  possession,  it  is  not  imperti- 
nent to  state  the  names  of  the 
parties  to  the  deeds,  in  addition 
to  the  dates  and  description  of 
the  estate  to  which  they  relate. 
Tench  v.  Cheese.  Page  571 

See  Exceptions,  2. 

Scandal  and  Impertinence. 

INDEMNITY. 
See  Title,  Proof  of. 

INFANT. 

A  proposed  compromise  of  a  suit 
appearing  to  be  for  the  benefit  of 
an  infant  Defendant,  the  Court 
sanctioned  it,  without  a  reference 
to  the  Master.    Lippiat  v.  Holley. 

42S 

See  Next  Friend,  1,  2. 
Parent  and  Child,  1. 
Pleading,  2. 

INJUNCTION. 
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INJUNCTION. 

1.  Pending  d  suit  for  the  establish, 
ment  of  a  will  of  real  estate,  the  heir 
at  law,  who  had  concurred  in  the 
will  and  in  the  establishment  of 
the  suit,  having  commenced  ac- 
tions of  ejectment  and  detinue,  to 
recover  the  estate  and  the  title 
deeds,  the  Court,  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  trustee,  referred  it  to 
the  Master,  to  inquire  what  pro- 
ceedings ought  to  be  taken  to  de- 
fend the  actions,  and  restrained 
the  actions  in  the  meantime. 
EdgecumbeY,  Carpenter,  Page  171 

Under  special  circumstances, 
an  injunction  was  granted  on  the 
application  of  a  Defendant,  against 
a  co-Defendant.  Edgecumhe  v. 
Carpenter.  171 

2.  An   order   nisi  to  dissolve   the 

• 

common  injunction,  obtained  afler 
exceptions  to  the  answer  have 
been  filed,  is  irregular.  Hoxoes  v. 
Hotoes.  197 

3.  The  affidavit  in  support  of  a  mo- 
tion to  extend  the  common  in- 
junction stated,  on  belief,  that  the 
answer  would  contain  a  discovery 
which,  with  other  evidence,  would 
enable  the  Defendant  at  law  to 
make  a  good  defence  to  the  ac- 
tion, **  or  tend  materially  to  re- 
duce the  amount  of  damages 
sought  to  be  recovered  thereby  :" 
Held,  that  this  was  sufficient. 
Barker  v.  Barr.  374 

4.  The  Plaintiff  having  obtained  the 
common  injunction  cither  before 
or  after  answer,  and  whether  or 
not  continued,  may  obtain,  as  of 


course,  an  order  to  amend  without 
prejudice  to  the  injunction,  he 
undertaking  to  amend  within  one 
Week,  id  General  Order  (9th 
May  li539).  Page  x 

5.  Where  cdmmdn  injunction  has 
been  obtmned  or  has  been  dis- 
solved on  merits  and  the  Plaintiff 
afterwards  amends,  the  Plaintiff  to 
be  entitled  to  move  for  an  in- 
jutiction  on  affidsivit  bf  the  truth 
of  the  amendments,  unless  the 
Defendant  plead,  answer  or  de- 
mur to  amended  bill  within  eight 
days  after  appeatatice.  Sd  General 
Order  (9th  May  1839).  x 

See  Jurisdiction. 

Landlord  and  Tenant. 
Patent,  2. 
Practice,  6. 

INTEREST  ON  LEGACY. 
A  testator  directed  his  trustees,  as 
soon  as  convenient  after  the  de- 
cease of  his  wife,  to  raise  10,000/. 
for  his  nephew,  an  infant,  and  to 
invest  it  and  apply  the  income  to- 
wards his  maintenance.  The  tes- 
tator had  previously  given  his  wife 
an  annuity  of  1000/.  a  year,  pay- 
able quarterly.  The  wife  pre-de- 
ceased  the  testator:  Held,  that 
the  infant  was  entitled  to  interest 
on  his  legacy  from  the  testator's 
decease.     Pichoick  v.  Gibbes, 

271 
See  Will,  1. 

INVESTMENT. 
See  Practice,  3. 


JURISDICTION. 
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JURISDICTION. 

An  injunction  granted,  on  terms,  to 
restrain  proceedings  instituted  in 
Demerara  to  recover  real  estate 
there,  and  an  order  made  for  a 
consignee  and  manager  of  the  es- 
tate and  produce ;  it  appearing  to 
the  Court  that  there  were  many 
other  questions  between  the  par- 
ties connected  with  the  estate, 
which  could  be  more  conveniently 
determined  together  in  this  coun- 
try.   Bunhury  v.  Bunbury, 

Page  318 

See  Pleading,  1. 
Practice,  6. 

JUST  ALLOWANCES. 
See  Executor,  4. 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

A  yearly  tenant,  having  the  option 
of  purchasing*  the  property,  filed 
his  bill  against  the  landlord,  for  a 
specific  performance  of  the  con- 
tract for  sale ;  the  landlord  having 
proceeded  to  eject  the  Plaintiff, 
the  latter  applied  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  him;  but  the 
Court  declined  granting  it,  except 
on  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiff  un- 
dertaking to  continue  to  pay  the 
rent,  without  prejudice.  Pyke  v. 
Nnrthtoood.  152 

LEGATEE. 
See  Notice. 


LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 

Equitable  assignee  of  leaseholds  held 
liable  at  the  suit  of  the  lessee, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  term, 
to  the  breaches  of  covenant  com- 
mitted during  his  possession,  al- 
though such  lessee  was  no  party 
to  the  contract  for  purchase,  and 
it  was  stipulated,  that  the  pur- 
chaser should  not  be  entitled  to 
an  assignment.  Close  v.  JVUber' 
force.  Page  112 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  3,  4. 

LIABILITY  OF  TESTATORS 

ASSETS  IN  CARRYING 

ON  TRADE. 

See  Will,  2. 

LIMITATION. 

See  Devise,  passim. 
Settlement. 


MANUSCRIPTS. 
See  Will,  3. 

MERGER. 

A  person  having  a  partial  interest  in 
jan  estate  bought  up  charges  there- 
on, and  had  them  transferred  to 
trustees  for  him;  he  aflerwards 
became  absolutely  entitled  to  the 
estate:  Held,  under  the  circum- 
stances, that  the  charges  had 
merged  in  the  inheritance.  Lord 
SeUey  v.  Lord  Lake.  146 

MISDESCRIPTION 
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MISDESCRIPTION  OF  RESI- 
DENCE. 

See  Practice,  9. 

MISJOINDER  OF  PLAINTIFFS. 

1.  A  husband  and  wife  were  joined 
as  CO- Plaintiffs  in  a  suit  relating  to 
the  separate  property  of  the  wife, 
and  the  Defendant  objected,  by 
his  answer,  to  the  misjoinder  of 
the  Plainti^.     The  cause  coming 
on  to  be  heard,  the  Court  after 
hearing  the  case  refused  to  dis- 
miss the  bill ;  but,  upon  the  hus- 
band giving  security  for  all  the 
costs,  permitted  the  bill    to  be 
amended,  by  adding  a  next  friend, 
and  making  the  husband  a  Defend- 
ant.   England  v.  Downs.  Page  96 
2,  The  bill  sought  a  general  account 
of  the  estate  of  a  testator  who 
died  in  1807,  one  of  the  co- Plain- 
tiffs being  held  bound  by  a  settle- 
ment of  accounts  in  1822  :  Held, 
that  in  this  suit  all  the  other  co- 
Plaintiffs  were  equally  bound  by 
that  settlement,  and  that  in  this 
suit  the  accounts  could  only  be 
directed  on  the  footing  of  such 
settlement.     Lambert  v.  Hutching 
son,  9,11 

Notwithstanding  a  misjoinder  of 
Plaintiffs,  the  Court  permits  a  de- 
cree to  be  made  at  the  hearing, 
when  it  appears  that  justice  can  be 
done  to  all  parties  notwithstanding 
the  misjoinder.  Lambert  v.  Hutch- 
inson. 211 
3.  M.  t/.,  the  personal  representative 
of  a  deceased  trustee,  together 
with  infants,  beneficially  interubted 
in    a   fund,   by  J\L ./.  their  next 


friend,  were  co-Plaintiffi  in  a  suit, 
the  object  of  which  was  to  make 
the  tenant  for  life  and  his  interest 
in  the  trust  funds  answerable  for 
part  of  the  trust  funds  which  the 
tenant  for  life  had  applied  to  his 
own  use :  there  were  other  parties 
interested  in  the  restitution  of  the 
fund,  who  were  made  defendants. 
The  Court,  being  of  opinion  that 
the  trustee's  assets  might,  in  the 
progress  of  the  suit,  have  to  be 
resorted  to  for  the   purpose   of 
making  good  the  breach  of  trust 
and  that  the  interests  of  the  in- 
fants and  of  M.  J.  would  thereby 
ultimately  become  conflicting,  dis- 
missed the  bill  with  costs,  on  the 
ground  of  the  misjoinder  of  Plain* 
tiffs,  but  without  prejudice  to  any 
new  bill.     Jacob  v.  Lucas. 

Page  436 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  Where  a  mortgage  is  made  to 
several  persons  jointly,  they  are, 
in  equity,  tenants  in  common  of 
the  mortgage  money,  and  the  re- 
presentatives of  such  of  them  as 
may  be  dead  are  necessary  parties 
with  the  survivor  to  a  bill  for 
foreclosure  or  redemption.  Vici^ 
ers  V.  Cornell.  529 

2.  Foreclosure  suits  may  be  ad- 
vanced for  hearing  like  other 
causes.  4/A  General  Order  (9th 
Mai/  1839).  X 

See  Exoneration. 
Notice. 

Outstanding  Term. 
Power  of  Sale. 
Provisional  Assignee. 

IVIGRTGAGOR 
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MORTGAGOR  AND  MORT- 
GAGEE. 

See  Production  of  Deeds  and 
Papers,  4. 
Receiver,  2. 
Statute,  3. 

MOTION. 

The  proper  mode  of  obtaining  money 
out  of  court  is  by  petition:  but 
the  rights  of  the  parties  having 
been  ascertained  by  arbitration 
and  no  decree  having  been  made, 
the  Court  in  this  case  ordered 
payment  of  money  out  of  court 
upon  motion.     Oliver  v.  Burt. 

Page  583 
See  Costs,  2. 

Practice,  1.  3.  5. 
Production    of   Deeds    and 
Papers,  2. 

MOTION  TO  DISMISS. 

A  Plaintiff  having  obtained  an  order 
of  course  to  amend  after  the  time 
limited  for  that  purpose  had  ex- 
pired, and  the  Defendant  being  in 
a  condition  to  move  to  dismiss 
for  want  of  prosecution:  Held, 
that  a  single  notice  of  motion  to 
discharge  the  irregular  order  and 
to  dismiss  the  bill  was  not  irre- 
gular on  the  ground  of  multifari- 
ousness.    Traile  v.  BulU         475 

MULTIFARIOUSNESS. 
See  Motion  to  Dismiss. 


Vol.  I. 


NEXT  FRIEND. 

1.  The  Master  reported  that  a  suit 
instituted  on  behalf  of  infants  was 
improperly  instituted  and  ought 
not  to  be  prosecuted.  It  was 
dismissed,  with  costs  to  be  paid 
by  the  next  friend.  Fox  v,  Sutoer* 
krop.  Page  583 

2.  In  a  clear  case,  the  Court,  being 
of  opinion  that  a  suit  had  been 
commenced  by  the  next  friend  of 
infants  to  promote  his  own  views, 
and  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  in- 
fants, summarily,  and  without  a 
reference  to  the  Master,  dis- 
missed it  with  costs,  to  be  paid 
by  the  next  friend.     Sale  v.  Sale, 

586 

NEXT  OF  KIN. 
See  Conversion. 

NOTICE. 

The  testator  having  charged  his  real 
estate  with  his  debts  and  legacies^ 
devised  it  to  his  eldest  son  A.  B, 
in  fee,  and  appointed  him  exe- 
cutor. A.  B.  mortgaged  the  es- 
tate, and  covenanted  against  all 
incumbrances,  except  the  lega- 
cies: Held,  first,  that  the  mort- 
gagee took  for  his  security  the 
estate,  minus  the  amount  of  lega- 
cies ;  and  secondly,  that  the  un- 
paid debtors  of  the  testator  were 
entitled  to  the  fund  reserved  in 
the  mortgage  deed  for  legacies, 
in  priority  of  the  legatees.  Eland 
v.  Eland.  235 

A.  B.y  the  executor  and  also  de- 
S  s  visee 
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visee  of  real  estate  subject  to  debts 
and  legacies*  mortgaged  it,  first,  to 
C.  D.  subject  to  the  legacies,  and 
afterwards  to  E.  F.  subject  to  the 
mortgage  to  C.  2). :  Held,  that 
E.  F*f  taking  with  notice  of  C.  D.'s 
mortgage,  took  subject  to  the 
legacies.    Eland  v.  Eland. 

Page  235 


ORDER  OF  COURSE. 
See  Practice,  12. 

OUTLAWRY. 

Though  an  outlaw  cannol  come  into 
court  to  establish  a  demand,  yet 
he  may  apply  to  the  Court  to  set 
aside  an  attachment  which  has 
been  irregularly  issued  against 
him.     Hawkins  v.  HalL  73 

OUTSTANDING  TERM. 

A  mortgagee  in  whom  a  satisfied 
mortgage  term  was  vested,  held, 
under  the  circumstances,  bound 
to  assign  it  to  the  trustee  of  the 
will  of  a  testator,  without  the 
concurrence  of  the  parties  bene- 
ficially interested  in  the  property 
under  it.  Poole  v.  Pass.  600 
A  testator  allowed  a  satisfied 
mortgage  term  to  remain  out- 
standing in  the  mortgagee,  and 
he  devised  the  estate  to  a  trustee 
in  such  a  manner  as,  in  the  opi- 
nion of  the  Court,  to  entitle  him 
to  call  for  an  assignment  of  the 
term  without  the  concurrence  of 


the  parties  beneficially  entitled: 
the  termor,  under  the  advice  of 
counsel,  refused  to  assign  without 
the  concurrence  of  the  parties 
beneficially  interested,  and  a  suit 
became  necessary  to  compel  him : 
The  Court,  though  of  opinion  that 
the  termor  was  not  entitled  to  in- 
sist on  his  objection,  gave  him  his 
costs,  charges  and  expenses.  Poole 
V.  Pass.  Page  600 

See  Dbmurrer. 


PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

1.  An  increased  allowance  for  main- 
tenance made  out  of  the  property 
of  infants,  for  the  purpose  of  sup- 
porting their  parents  who  were  in 
great  indigence.     Allen  ▼.  Coster. 

202 

2.  In  consideration  of  100/.  paid  by 
the  Plaintiff's  father  to  A.  B.f  the 
latter  covenanted  to  maintain  and 
apprentice  the  Plaintiff,  and  that 
he  should  take  a  specified  interest 
in  all  the  real  and  personal  estate 
which  A.  B.  should  possess  at  his 
death ;  the  condition  in  life  of  the 
Plaintiff  not  having  been  altered, 
and  no  expectation  on  his  part 
having  been  defeated :  Held,  that 
this  contract  might  be  put  an  end 
to  by  agreement  between  the 
Plaintiff's  father  and  A.  B. 

Semble,  that  if  there  had  been 
part  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment altering  the  condition  in  life 
of  the   Plaintiff,  then  the   Court 

would 
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would  not  have  permitted  the 
father  to  take  him  back  to  his 
prejudice,  and  would  have  com- 
pelled a  complete  performance  in 
his  favour.     Hill  v.  Gomme. 

Page  540 
See  Feme  Covert,  2. 

PARTIES. 

See  Co-Defendants. 
Mortgage,  1. 
Plea. 

Pleading,  3. 
Supplemental  Bill. 

PARTITION. 

1.  In  a  partition  suit,  costs,  as  at 
law,  are  not  given  on  either  side 
at  the  hearing ;  but  where  a  De- 
fendant set  up  an  agreement  in 
bar  of  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  to 
a  partition,  he  was  directed  to 
pay  so  much  of  the  costs  as  were 
occasioned  by  that  port  of  the 
defence.      Morris  v.  Timmins* 

411 

2.  A  road  was  set  out  by  two  tenants 
in  common  of  property,  tor  the 
convenience  of  their  respective 
dwelling-houses  for  ever :  the 
Court,  in  a  partition  suit,  though 
of  opinion  that  it  ought  not  to  be 
interfered  with,  declined  giving 
any  special  direction  on  the  sub- 
ject to  the  commissioners.  Morris 
V.  Timmins.  411 

See  Agreement. 

PARTNER. 

See  Ship. 


PATENT. 

1.  A  bill  filed  by  a  patentee,  to  re- 
strain the  piracy  of  his  patent  and 
for  an  account,  did  not  distinctly 
state  the  specification  or  explain 
the  nature  of  the  invention  for 
which  the  patent  right  was  claim- 
ed ;  but  it  alleged  that  the  speci- 
fication was  duly  enrolled,  and 
that  the  drawings  and  description 
in  the  specification  could  not  be 
set  out  in  the  bill,  and  it  charged 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  the  inventor 
and  that  the  invention  was  new: 
the  Court  (not  without  some 
doubt)  held,  on  the  authority  of 
Kat/  V.  Marshall^  that  the  bill 
was  not  demurrable.  Westhead 
V.  Keene.  Page  287 

2*  Where  a  bill  is  filed  by  a  pa- 
tentee for  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain an  alleged  infringement  of 
his  patent,  the  Plaintiff  is  not 
precluded  from  asking  for  an  in- 
junction at  the  hearing,  by  the 
fact  of  his  not  having  applied  for 
it  on  an  interlocutory  motion ; 
but  the  not  moving  for  the  in- 
junction imposes  on  the  Plaintiff, 
in  such  a  case,  the  obligation  of 
making  out  a  clear  and  unex- 
ceptionable title  at  the  hearing: 
and  if  he  fails  in  that,  and  has 
not  previously  obtained  an  injunc- 
tion, he  will  not  be  allowed  to  use 
the  facts  proved  in  the  cause,  as 
evidence  of  a  prima  Jade  case, 
giving  him  a  right  to  further  time, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him 
to  establish  more  satisfactorily  his 
legal  title.  •  Bacon  v.  SpoUistvoode. 

382 
S  s  2         A  patentee 
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A  patentee  brought  the  cause 
to  a  hearing  without  having  pre- 
viously moved  for  an  injunction, 
and  the  Court  being  of  opinion, 
that  on  the  evidence  then  pro- 
duced an  injunction  would  not 
have  been  granted  on  an  inter- 
locutory application,  refused  to 
retain  the  bill  to  give  the  pa- 
tentee an  opportunity  of  establish- 
ing his  right  at  law,  but  dismissed 
it  with  costs.  Bacon  v.  Spottis- 
xjooode.  Bacon  v.  Jones*  Page  S82 
3.  Before  the  grant  of  the  Plaintiff's 
patent,  the  reach  in  spinning  ma- 
chines varied  from  less  than  an 
inch  to  thirty-six  inches,  accord, 
ing  to  the  length  of  the  fibre  of 
the  material.  The  Plaintiff  dis- 
covered a  new  and  improved 
mode  of  preparing  flax  and  other 
fibrous  substances,  in  which  pro- 
cess the  fibre  became  shortened, 
and  the  length  of  the  reach  in 
spinning  it  was  necessarily  dimi- 
nished. The  Plaintiff  obtained  a 
patent,^r«^  for  thus  preparing  the 
flax  and  other  fibrous  substances ; 
and  secondly f  for  spinning  it  at  a 
shorter  reach  than  had  been  done 
before,  namely,  at  two  inches  and 
a  half:  Held,  that  the  second  part 
of  the  patent  could  not  be  sup- 
ported, and  that  the  patent  was^ 
therefore,  invalid.  Kay  v.  Mar- 
shall.  535 


PAYMENT  OUT  OF  COURT. 

See  Feme  Covert,  1. 
Motion. 


PETITION. 

See  Motion. 

PiLACTICEy  2. 

PLEA. 

C  E.,  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband, 
contracted  a  second  marriage  with 
the  testator,  and  after  his  death, 
with  «/.  C.  The  testator  believing 
C.  E.  to  be  his  wife,  bequeathed 
to  her  all  his  property,  and  ap- 
pointed her  his  executrix;  she 
proved  his  will,  and  «/.  C,  as  her 
husband,  possessed  part  of  the  es- 
tate of  the  testator ;  the  next  of 
kin  having  filed  a  bill  against  C.£. 
and  her  real  husband,  impugning 
the  validity  of  the  will,  and  seek- 
ing an  account  of  the  testator's 
estate :  Held,  that  the  husband  of 
C.  £.,  though  he  had  not  inter- 
fered, was  a  necessary  party,  bat 
that  «7.  C,  her  supposed  husband, 
was  not.   M^Kenna  v.  EveritU 

Page  134 

PLEADING. 

1.  It  is  not  enough  to  state,  that  per- 
sons who,  in  respect  of  interest, 
are  necessary  parties,  are  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  :  the  bill  must  go 
on  to  pray  process  against  thera. 
Munoz  V.  De  Tasiet.  109  n. 

2.  In  order  to  enable  an  infant  De- 
fendant to  enter  into  evidence  in 
support  of  facts  which  would  not 
otherwise  be  in  issue  in  the  cause, 
it  is  proper  that  they  should  be 
stated  in  his  answer ;  but  whatever 
admissions  may  be  made  or  points 

tendered 
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tendered  in  issue  in  the  answer  of 
an  infant,  the  Plaintiff  is  not  in 
any  degree  exonerated  from  prov- 
ing as  against  the  infant  the  whole 
case  on  which  he  relies*  Holden 
V.  Heam.  Page  ^5 

S.  The  bill  stated  that  the  Plaintifi; 
with  the  parol  consent  of  the  De- 
fendant, a  surety,  had  by  deed  re- 
leased the  principal  debtor,  and 
that  having  brought  an  action  at 
law  against  the  surety,  it  had  been 
held,  that  the  surety  was  released. 
The  bill  prayed  payment  by  the 

'  surety  of  the  debt :  Held,  on  de- 
murrer, that  the  principal  debtor 
was  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit. 
Brooks  V.  Stuart,  512 

See  Co-Defendants,  1,  2. 
Demurrer. 

Misjoinder  of  Plaintiffs. 
Mortgage,  1. 
Plea. 

Practice,  11. 
Power,  Execution  of. 
Statute  of  Frauds. 
Supplemental  Bill. 
Trustee,  8. 

POOR. 

See  Charity,  1. 

POWER,  EXECUTION  OF. 

A.  B,f  being  desirous  of  voluntarily 
settling  property  on  the  female 
descendants  then  in  existence  of 
C.  2).,  by  deed  reciting  this  desire 
and  that  certain  persons  therein 
named  were  the  only  descendants 
then  in  life  of  C.  2>.,  settled  a  part 


of  the  property  on  the  persons  so 
named,  and  reserved  to  himself  a 
power  of  appointing  the  remaining 
part  of  the  property  amongst  such 
several  persons  before  named, 
which,  in  default  of  appointment, 
was  given  to  those  several  persons 
named;  he  aflerwards  discovered 
that  there  were  other  descendants 
in  existence  of  C  2).,  who  had 
been  omitted,  and,  to  remedy  the 
omission,  he  appointed  a  part  of 
the  fund  to  an  object  of  the  power, 
upon  his  executing  bonds  for  the 
payment  to  the  persons  newly  dis- 
covered, of  the  amount  when  re- 
ceived: Held,  that  the  appoint- 
ment was  void,  and  that  the  Court 
would  not,  in  a  suit  to  have  the 
rights  of  the  parties  to  the  appoint- 
ed fund  declared,  determine  whe- 
ther the  case  was  such  as  to  entitle 
the  parties  to  have  the  settlement 
reformed  according  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  settlor.    Lee  v.  Fernie, 

Page  483 

POWER  OF  SALE. 

A  trust,  **  to  make  sale  and  dispose 
of  the  testator's  real  estates,  by 
private  sale  or  public  auction, 
Held,  not  to  authorise  a  mortgage; 
there  appearing  an  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  testator,  that  his 
whole  real  estate  should  be  con- 
verted. Haldenby  v.  Spoffbrth,  390 

PRACTICE. 

1.  A  motion  for  an  injunction  and 

receiver  is   irregular  where    the 

Plaintiff  amends  his  bill  between 

Ss  3  the 
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tlie  time  of  giving  notice  of  mov- 
ing and  the  time  of  bringing  on 
the  motion.  Gouthwaiie  v.  Rip- 
pon.  Page  54? 

2.  It  is  irregular  to  confirm  the 
Master's  report,  approving  of  a 
contract  for  sale  of  an  estate  be- 
ing carried  into  effect,  by  a  peti- 
tion of  course  with  the  consent 
of  the  clerks  in  court  of  all  par- 
ties. Such  a  report  ought  to  be 
confirmed  by  a  special  petition, 
stating  all  the  facts.  Bailey  v. 
Todd.  95 

3.  Notice  of  motion  was  given  for 
the  payment  of  money  into  court, 
but  the  notice  did  not  proceed  to 
state  that  an  application  would 
be  made  for  its  investment;  one 
of  the  parties  did  not  appear  on 
the  motion:  Held,  that  no  order 
for  investment  of  the  fund  could 
be  made.    Robinson  v.  Wood.   206 

At.  Where  facts,  not  founded  on 
allegations  in  the,  bill,  are  intro- 
duced into  affidavits  in  support  of 
an  application  for  a  receiver,  the 
Court  will  disregard  them,  and  a 
Defendant  acts  properly  in  not 
answering  them.  Dawson  y.  Yates. 

301 

5.  In  a  creditor's  suit  instituted  by 
the  Plaintiff  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  all  other  creditors,  the  De- 
fendant is  entitled  on  motion,  at 
any  time  before  decree,  to  have 
the  bill  dismissed,  on  payment  of 
the  demand  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
his  costs  as  between  party  and 
party ;  but  if  there  be  other  De- 
fendants, their  costs  must  also  be 
paid.    Pemberton  v.  Topham.  316 


6.  The  Plaintiff,  arrested  under  an 
attachment  Bued  out  by  the  De- 
fendant, which  was  afterwards 
set  aside  for  irregularity,  brought 
an  action  for  false  imprisonment 
against  Defendant.  The  Court 
restrained  the  action  and  referred 
it  to  the  Master  to  settle  a  proper 
compensation.  Biclmell  v.  Stam- 
ford. Page  368 

Where  a  party  is  arrested  by 
virtue  of  the  process  of  this 
Court,  which  turns  out  to  be  ir- 
regular, he  may  apply  to  the 
Court,  either  for  a  reference  to 
the  Master  to  settle  a  proper 
compensation,  or  for  liberty  to 
bring  an  action.  BickneU  v. 
Stamford.  368 

7.  Where  the  Plaintiff  failed  in 
proving,  at  the  hearing,  a  fact 
which  was  the  very  foundation  of 
his  title:  Held,  that  it  was  not 
the  proper  subject  for  an  inquiry 
before  the  Master ;  and  the  bill 
was  dismissed  with  costs,  with 
liberty  to  file  a  new  bill.  Holden 
V.  Heam.  445 

8.  Where  a  party  who  does  not  ap- 
pear at  the  hearing  is  alleged^ut 
is  not  proved  to  be  out  of  the 
jurisdiction,  it  is  not  the  practice 
to  direct  an  inquiry  before  the 
Master  as  to  that  fact ;  but  the 
proper  course  is  to  obtain  leave 
to  exhibit  an  interrogatory  to 
prove  it.     Dibbs  v.  Goren.       ^37 

9.  Where  a  Plaintiff  wilfully  mis- 
represents his  place  of  residence 
on  the  record  he  will  be  ordered 
to  give  security  for  costs,  but  this 
rule   does   not   extend  to  cases 

where 
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where  it  is  done  innocently  and 
from  mere  erron  Simpson  v. 
Burton.  Page  .fiSS 

10.  A  cheque  of  the  Accountant- 
General  was  alleged  to  have 
been  accidentally  destroyed :  the 
Court,  though  not  satisfied  with 
the  evidence  of  its  destruction, 
directed  the  issue  of  a  new 
cheque,  on  the  ground  that  the 
other  cheque,  being  more  than  a 
year  old,  would  not  be  paid  if 
presented.      Taylor  v*  Scrivens, 

571 

11.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  Plaintiff  to 
come  fully  prepared  at  the  hear- 
ing to  ask  the  Court  for  a  de- 
cree ;  and  if  he  is  not  so  prepared, 
and  the  suit  appears  defective 
from  his  default,  it  is  then  a  mat- 
ter of  discretion  or  indulgence  to 
grant  him  leave  to  supply  the  de- 
fect.    Bierdermann  v.  Seymour. 

597 
A  cause  came  on,  and  was  or- 
dered to  stand  over  for  want  of 
parties;  it  was  brought  on  a 
second  time,  when  the  allegations 
and  statements  in  the  bill  were 
found  so  defective,  as  to  prevent 
the  Court  making  a  decree,  and  the 
suit  was  again  defective  for  want 
of  parties ;  the  Court  gave  the 
Plaintiff  leave  to  set  the  record 
right,  but  only  on  the  terms  of  his 
paying  the  Defendants  the  costs 
of  the  former  and  of  the  present 
hearing.  Bierdermann  v.  Seymour. 

594 

12.  Where  order  of  course  is  alleged 
to  have  been  irregularly  obtained 
at  the  Rolls  in  cases  marked  **  Lord 


Chancellor,"  any  application  to 
discharge  it  shall  be  fint  made  to 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  6/A  Ge- 
neral Order  (18S9).  Ptege  xt 

See  Annuity,  1,  2. 
Assets  in  India. 
Attachment. 
Co-Defendants,  1,  2. 
Costs,  1,  2. 
Cboss  Bill. 
Election. 
Exceptions,  1. 
Feme  Covert,  1. 
Fieri  Facias, /Mu^m. 
Further  Directions. 
General  Orders,  passim. 
Guardian  and  Ward. 
Injunction,  passim. 
Jurisdiction. 
Landlord  and  Tenant. 
Misjoinder  of  Plaintiffs,  1. 
Motion. 

Motion  to  Dismiss. 
Preliminary  Accounts  and 

Inquiries. 
Prerogative. 
Production   of    Deeds   and 

Papers,  passim. 
Receiver,  1. 

Scandal  and  Ibcpertinsncs. 
Sequestration,  1,  2. 
Short  Cause. 

Solicitor  and  Client, /xi^ttm. 
Statutes,  passim. 
Stop  Order. 
Subpoena. 

Taxation  of  Costs,  1. 
Trustee,  4.  6.  8. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 
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PREUMINARY  ACCOUNTS 
AND  INQUIRIES. 
Plaintilb  to  be  at  liberty,  at  any  time 
after  appearance,  to  move  that 
preliminary  accounts  and  inqui- 
ries be  taken,  and  order  shall 
thereupon  be  made  without  pre- 
judice to  any  queition  in  the 
cause,  if  it  appears  beneficial  to 
those  incompetent  to  consent,  and 
ii  consented  to  by  the  Defendants 
who  have  not  answered,  and  is 
consented  to  by  or  is  proper  upon 
the  answer  of  those  who  have  an- 
swered. 5tA  General  Order  (9tb 
Afay  18S9).  Pagexi 

PREROGATIVE. 

A.  B.  being  entitled  to  a  fund  in 
court,  died,  and  administration 
was  granted  to  a  person,  as  "  the 
natural  and  lawful  sister"  of  A.  B. 
It  appearing  from  the  proceedings 
in  the  cause  that  A,  B.  was  ille- 
gitimate, the  Court  refused  to  pay 
the  fund  to  the  administratrix, 
but  directed  it  to  be  carried  over 
to  a  separate  account,  with  direc- 
tions that  it  should  not  be  paid 
out  of  £ourt  without  notice  to 
the  Crown,  Long  v.  Wakeling. 
400 
See  Alien. 

PRESUMPTION. 
See  Wastb  Lands. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
See  Pleading,  3. 


PRiyiLEGE. 

See  PRODDCTtON  ov  Dzeds   and 

Papers,  1. 

PRODUCTION  OF  DEEDS  AND 

PAPERS. 

1.  The  privilege  of  a  client,  as  to 
discovery,  is  not  co-extensive  with 
that  of  his  solicitor;  there  are 
cases  where  the  solicitor  would 
be  protected  froic  discovery,  but 
the  client  would  not.  Greenlaw 
V.  King.  P^e  137 

A  case  submitted  to  counseli 
and  confidential  communicationa 
had  with  his  solicitor  by  a  deceased 
owner  of  a  charge  on  a  living,  in 
contemplation  of  proceedings  be- 
ing taken  by  the  future  incumbent, 
and  which  had  come  into  the  po&< 
session  of  the  Defendant,  who  was 
the  assignee  of  the  charge:  Held, 
not  privileged.  Greenlaw  v.  King. 
137 

Confidential  communicatioos- 
which  took  place  afler  the  dispute 
had  arisen,  between  a  Defendant 
and  a  solicitor  who  acted  as  agent 
and  adviser  only,  but  not  as  solici- 
tor: Held,  not  privileged.  Green- 
laiu  V.  King.  1 37 

2.  The  Court  will  not,  at  the  instance 
of  a  Defendant,  order  the  Plaintiff 
to  produce  documents,  admitted 
to  be  in  his  possession  and  to  re- 
late to  the  matters  in  question, 
for  the  inspection  of  the  Defend- 
ant. 

Where,  however,   the   Plaintiff 
called  upon  the  Defendant  to  in- 
spect 
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spect  a  document  in  his,  the 
Plaintiff's,  possession,  and  to  ex- 
plain several  errors  in  his  accounts 
therein  alluded  to,  and  submitted 
to  produce  the  same,  the  Court 
ordered  that  the  Defendant  should 
have  one  month's  time  to  answer, 
from  the  time  of  the  Plaintiff's  de- 
positing the  account  with  his  clerk 
in  court  for  the  Defendant's  in- 
spection.    Shepherd  v.  Morris. 

Page  175 
Whether  a  Plaintiff  can  deposit 
a  document  with  his  clerk  in  court, 
and  compel  the  Defendant  to  in- 
spect it  before  answering?  Qjucere. 
Shepherd  v.  Morris,  175 

3.  Where  on  a  motion  for  the  pro- 
duction  of  papers  admitted  to  be 
in  the  Defendant's  possession,  the 
right  to  their  production  depends 
on  documents  stated  in  the  bill, 
but  which  are  neither  admitted 
nor  denied  by  the  answer,  the 
Plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to  verify  such 
documents  by  affidavit.  Addis  v. 
Campbell.  258 

4.  A  mortgagee,  who  was  a  party  to 
the  suit,  consented  to  a  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  property  :  Held,  that 
he  must  produce  and  leave  in  the 
Master's  office  the  title  deeds 
which  were  necessary  in  order  to 
complete  such  sale.  Livescy  v. 
Harding.  343 

See  Solicitor  and  Client,  6. 


PRODUCTION  OF  LESSOR'S 
TITLE. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  3. 


PROVISIONAL  ASSIGNEE. 

The  provisional  assignee  of  an  insol- 
vent debtor  having  been  made  a 
Defendant  to  a  suit  by  a  mort- 
gagee to  foreclose  the  insolvent 
and  those  claiming  under  him. 
Held  to  be  entitled  to  his  costs,  to 
be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  who  was 
to  add  them  to  his  security.  Par^ 
her  V.  Burney.  Page  492 

PURCHASE  MONEY,  LIABI- 
LITY TO  SEE  TO  APPLICA- 
TION  OF. 

See  Notice. 


REAL  AND  PERSONAL 
ESTATE. 

See  Conversion. 

RECEIVER. 

1.  A  receiver  being  appointed  to 
get  in  the  outstanding  estate  of 
a  testator,  the  Court  gave  leave 
to  a  party  who  was  willing  to  pay 
a  sum  due  to  the  estate  into  Court 
to  do  so,'  in  order  to  save  the 
poundage  which  would  have  been 
incurred  if  it  had  passed  through 
the  hands  of  the  receiver.  Haigh 
V.  Graiian.  201 

2.  At  the  instance  of  a  mortgagee  of 
a  West  India  estate,  a  receiver 
and  manager  had  been  appointed : 
Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  the  produce  of  crops  severed 
and  shipped  to  the  consignee  of 

the 
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the  mortgagor  prior  to  the  ap- 
pointment, although  there  had 
been  no  conversion  prior  to  that 
time.     Codrington  v.  Johnstone, 

Page  520 
See  AsssTs  in  Ihdia. 
Forfeiture* 

REFERENCE  TO  MASTER. 

See  Assets  in  India. 
Infant, 
practice)  7,  8. 

RELEASE. 

A  release,  though  unlimited  in  its 
terms,  held,  from  the  recitals  and 
context,  to  operate  only  as  to  a 
particular  sum  mentioned  in  the 
recitals.  Linda  v.  Linda.  496 
An  intestate  at  his  death  was 
indebted  to  D.  M.  in  1687/. ;  dis- 
putes, however,  arose  between  the 
administrator  and  next  of  kin  as 
to  the  legality  of  the  debt,  and  an 
agreement  was  come  to  between 
them  and  the  brother  of  the  in- 
testate, whereby,  reciting  that  all 
the  property  had  been  got  in, 
and,  excluding  the  disputed  debt, 
amounted  to  53S/. ;  that  doubts 
having  arisen  as  to  the  validity  of 
that  debt,  and  that  being  desirous 
of  maintaining  the  good  fame  and 
character  of  the  deceased,  the 
three  parties  had  agreed  to  waive 
all  questions  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  debt,  and  raise  a  fund  to  make 
good  the  deficiency  ;  that  the  next 
of  kin  had  agreed  to  **  relinquish 
all  claim  to  any  residue  or  sur- 
plus;" that  the  intestate's  brother 


should  furnish  884JL  towarda  pay- 
ment of  the  debt,  and  the  ad- 
ministrator should  make  good  all 
the  residue.  It  was  witnessed 
that  the  next  of  kin  released  to 
the  administrator  all  his  right,  Stc^ 
to  the  personal  estate  of  the  in- 
testate, as  his  next  of  kin  or 
otherwise,  the  brother  covenanted 
to  pay  his  part,  and  the  admini- 
strator covenanted  to  pay  the  re- 
sidue out  of  his  own  money,  and 
also  to  pay  all  other  debts,  &c.  of 
the  intestate.  The  debt  was  paid, 
and  other  funds  afterwards  fell  in 
to  the  intestate's  estate:  Held, 
that  the  administrator  was  not, 
under  the  release,  entitled  thereto. 
Lindo  V.  Lindo.  Page  496 

RENT  CHARGE. 
See  Sequestration,  1,  2. 

REPORT,  CONFIRMATION  OF. 
See  Practice,  2. 

REVERSION. 

See  Production  of  Dbxds  and 
Papers,  S. 

ROAD. 
See  Partition,  2. 


SCANDAL  AND  IMPERTI- 
NENCE. 

Exceptions  for  scandal  and  imper- 
tinence, taken  on  summary  pro- 
ceedings 
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ceedings  upon  petition,  should, 
where  there  is  no  clerk  in  court, 
be  served  on  the  solicitor.  In  re 
GomaU.  Page  226 

SEPARATE  USE. 

1.  A  testator  gave  property  to  trus- 
tees, in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  M.  A,  T.,  then 
a  feme  sole,  for  life»  in  such  man- 
ner that  it  should  not  be  antici- 
pated, and  that  no  husband  should 
acquire  any  control  over  it.  iVf. 
A,  T.  was  unmarried  at  tlie  death 
of  the  testator^  but  she  married  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  widow :  Held, 
that  both  the  separate  use  clause, 
and  the  restriction  against  alien- 
ation, became  effectual  on  her 
marriage.  TvUeits,  Armslrong*  1 
Property  given  to  a  woman  for 
her  separate  use,  independent  of 
any  husband,  may  be  enjoyed  by 
her  as  her  separate  estate,  al- 
though the  property  becomes 
vested  in  her  while  discovert.  If 
the  gift  be  made  for  her  sepa- 
rate use,  without  more,  she  has, 
during  coverture,  an  alienable 
estate  independent  of  her  hus- 
band ;  but  if  the  gift  be  for  her 
separate  use,  without  power  of 
alienation,  she  has,  during  cover- 
ture, an  unalienable  estate  inde- 
pendent of  her  husband ;  in  either 
case,  however,  she  has,  while  dis- 
covert, a  power  of  alienation. 
Tulleit  V.  Armstrong,  1 

The  restraint  against  alienation 
is  annexed  to  the  separate  estate 
only,  and  the  separate  estate  has 


its  existence  only  during  cover- 
ture; but  whilst  the  woman  is 
discovert,  the  separate  estate, 
whether  modified  by  restraint  or 
not,  is  suspended,  and  has  no 
operation,  though  it  is  capable  of 
arising  upon  the  happening  of  a 
marriage.  TuUeUv.  Armstrong. 

Pagel 

2.  A  testator  bequeathed  a  sum  in 
trust,  for  his  daughter,  then  and 
at  his  death  a  widow,  for  her  se- 

.  parate  use.  After  the  death  of 
the  testator  she  married:  Held, 
that  her  husband  acquired  no  in- 
terest in  the  fund.  Scarborough 
v.  Borman,  54 

3.  An  annuity  was  bequeathed  to  a 
lady,  who  was  unmarried  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  for  her  se- 
parate use,  independent  of  any 
husband  with  whom  she  might  at 
any  time  marry,  and  without  power 
of  anticipation.  After  the  death 
of  the  testator,  the  legatee  mar- 
ried, became  a  widow,  and  con- 
tracted a  second  marriage.  No 
disposition  having  been  made  by 
her  while  discovert:  Held,  that 
the  separate  use  and  anticipation 
clauses  attached  to  the  annuity 
during  the  second  marriage.  Ciark 
V.  Jaques*  36 

4.  A  lady  being  entitled,  subject  to 
a  prior  life  estate,  to  certain  free- 
hold and  funded  property,  she 
settled  the  same,  on  her  first  mar- 
riage, for  her  separate  use,  inde- 
pendent of  her  intended,  or  any 
other  husband.  Her  first  husband 
died,  and  she  married  a  second 
time :  Held,  that  the  property  still 

belonged 
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belonged  to  her  as  her  separate 
estate.  Dixon  v.  Dixon,   Page  40 

SEQUESTRATION. 

1.  A  Defendant,  against  whom  a  se- 
questration had  issued,  was  en- 
titled to  a  rent-charge  issuing  out 
of  the  estate  of  A.  B.,  with  power 
of  distress ;  the  rent-charge  being 
in  arrear,  was  claimed  both  by  the 
sequestrators  and  the  Defendant : 
A,  B,  offered  to  pay  the  arrears 
to  the  sequestrators  on  being 
indemnified;  but  no  protection 
having  been  afforded  her,  she  paid 
over  the  arrears  to  the  Defendant, 
who  threatened  to  distrain  :  Held, 
that  A,  B>  was  entitled  to  pro- 
tection, and  that  an  application 
ought  to  have  been  made  to  the 
Court  for  an  order  for  her  to  pay ; 
and  that,  under  the  circumstances, 
she  was  not  liable  to  repay  the 
amount  to  the  sequestrators.  WU- 
son  V.  Metcalfe,  263 

Choses  in  action  are  subject  to 
the  process  of  sequestration.  In 
a  clear  and  simple  case  a  seques- 
tration may  be  made  effective  in 
respect  of  choses  in  action  by  an 
order  only,  or  a  voluntary  pay- 
ment may  be  protected ;  in  other 
cases  it  may  be  necessary  to  resort 
to  an  action  or  suit  under  the 
direction  of  the  Court.  fVilson 
v.  Metcalfe.  263 

2.  Order  made  for  payment  to  se- 
questrators, by  a  party  out  of 
whose  estate  the  same  was  issuing, 
of  a  rent-charge  payable  to  the 


person  whose  estate  was  seques- 
tered.    Wilson  Y.  Metcalfe, 

Page  270 

SETTLED  ACCOUNT. 
See  Misjoinder  of  Plaintiffs,  2. 

SETTLEMENT. 

By  a  marriage  settlement  certain 
specified  property  of  the  wife  was 
settled,  with  an  ultimate  limit- 
ation, in  default  of  children,  to 

i|  her  next  of  kin,  and  the  husband 
covenanted  to  settle  any  property 
which  his  wife,  or  he  in  her  right, 
should  thereafter,  during  the  co- 
verture, succeed  to  the  possession 
of  or  acquire,  on  like  trusts.  At 
the  time  of  the  marriage,  a  sum  of 
money,  which  was  not  mentioned 
in  the  settlement,  stood  settled,  in 
trust,  for  the  wife  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  her  children,  with  re- 
mainder as  she  should  appoint, 
and  in  default  thereof,  *'  to  her 
executors,  administrators  and  as- 
signs." The  husband  survived  the 
wife,  there  were  no  children,  and 
the  wife  made  no  appointment: 
Held  that,  after  the  death  of  the 
husband  and  wife,  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  wife,  and  not  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  husband,  were 
entitled  to  the  fund.  Grqffiey  v. 
Humpage.  46 

See  Feme  Covert,  2. 

SHERIFF. 
See  Fieri  Facias,  3. 

SHIP. 
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SHIP. 
Where  the  members  of  a  trading 
partnership  are  interested  in  a 
ship,  the  names  of  all  the  partners 
should  appear  on  the  ship's  re- 
gister ;  and  a  ship  belonging  to  a 
partnership  having  been  registered 
as  belonging  to  two  partners  carry- 
ing on  trade  under  a  particular 
firm,  it  was  held,  that  a  third 
partner  who  formed  one  of  the 
firm,  but  whose  name  was  not  on 
the  register,  had  no  interest  in  the 
ship.    Slater  v.  Willis.    Page  35^ 

SHORT  CAUSE. 

It  is  contrary  to  the  practice  to  ad- 
vance a  foreclosure  suit  to  be 
heard  as  a  short  cause,  unless  with 
the  consent  of  the  Defendant. 
Letoinv,  Moline.  99 

But  see  Mortgage. 

SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 

1.  Where  a  client,  resident  abroad, 
applies  for  the  taxation  of  his  soli- 
citor's bill  of  costs,  on  his  under- 
taking to  pay,  he  must  give  se- 
curity for  the  costs  of  the  pro- 
ceeding.    In  re  Pasmore.  94 

2.  An  order  of  course  for  taxation 
cannot  be  supported  on  merits  as 
a  special  order,  upon  the  occasion 
of  a  motion  to  discharge  it.  Grove 
V.  Sansom.  297 

Whether  the  taxation,  at  the 
instance  of  a  cestui  que  trust,  of  a 
bill  of  costs  which  has  been  long 
since  settled  and  paid  by  trustees 
out  of  a  trust  fund,  ought  to  take 


place  as  against  the  solicitor,  or 
as  against  the  trustees  for  the 
purpose  of  justifying  their  pay* 
ment,  qucere.     Grove  v.  Sansom, 

I  Page  297 

3.  Under  the  common  order  for  the 
taxation  of  costs,  the  Master  is 
not  authorised  to  take  an  account 
of  pecuniary  matters  between  the 
parties,  which  are  foreign  to  the 
bill  of  costs;  but  secus  where 
monies  are  paid  by  the  client  on 
account  of  the  bill  of  costs,  or 
where,  by  agreement  between  the 
solicitor  and  client,  the  monies 
which  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
solicitor  are  to  be  applicable  to 
the  payment  of  the  bill  of  costs. 
Jones  y,  James.  307 

Under  the  common  order,  the 
Master  is  not  authorised  to  allow 
interest  on  the  balances  of  monies 
of  the  client  from  time  to  time  in 
the  hands  of  the  solicitor,  though 
such  appears  to  have  been  the 
agreement  between  the  parties. 
Jones  V.  James.  307 

4.  A  bill  of  costs  having  been  in- 
curred by  A.  and  B*  jointly,  and 
an  action  having  been  brought 
against  them  for  the  recovery  of 
the  amount,  the  Court  refused  to 
direct  a  taxation  and  to  stay  the 
proceedings  at  law,  on  the  under- 
taking of  A.  alone  to  pay  what 
might  be  found  due.  In  re  Chil^ 
cote.  421 

5.  In  a  suit  for  the  administration  of 
the  estate  of  a  testator,  a  solicitor 
carried  in  a  claim  for  his  bills  of 
costs,  which,  on  taxation,  were 
reduced  by  more  than  one  sixth  : 

Held, 
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Heldy  that  the  solicitor  ought  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  taxation. 
Silvertop  v.  Ramsay.  Page  434 
6.  A  client  deposited  with  his  soli- 
citor the  title  deeds  of  an  estate, 
to  secure  a  sum  of  money  then 
due,  and  certain  costs  then  in- 
curred ;  the  Court,  on  the  peti- 
tion of  the  client,  ordered  the 
deeds  to  be  delivered  up  to  the 
client,  on  his  paying  into  Court  a 
sum  sufficient  to  cover  the  solici- 
tor's claim,  and  directed  the  usual 
taxation.     Mills  v.  Finlay.     560 

See  Fieri  Facias,  4. 
GsNKRAL  Orders,  2. 
Production  ov  Deeds  and 
Papers,  1. 

SPECinC  LEGACY. 

Held,  that  a  gift  to  A.  B.  "  of  the 
sum  of  100/.,  which  said  sum  is 
owing  to  me,  by  bond,  from  her 
father,"  was  a  specific  and  not  a 
demonstrative  legacy.  Davies  v. 
Morgan.  405 

SPECinC  PERFORMANCE. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2, 
S,  4. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

Where  the  want  of  signature  to  an 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  lands 
clearly  appears  on  the  bill,  the 
objection  may  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  general  demurrer ;  but  the 
statements  of  the  bill  not  being 
inconsistent  with  a  signature  by 
the  party  to  be  charged,  and  con- 


taining allegations  of  part  perform- 
ance, a  general  demurrer  thereto 
was  overruled.    FieU  v.  Hutchin" 

Page  599 


son. 


STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

A  trust  for  the  payment  of  debts,  in 
a  will  of  personal  estate,  will  not 
prevent  the  operation  of  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations.  Evans  v. 
Tweedy.  55 


STATUTES. 

1.  The  executor  of  the  survivor  of 
three  trustees  declined  to  prove 
his  will :  Held,  that  the  case  was 
within  the  1  W.  4.  c.  60.  Ex  parte 
Hagger  in  re  Merry's  Trust.     98 

2.  A  Defendant  having  been  com- 
mitted to  the  Fleet  for  not  answer- 
ing, was  discharged  with  costs, 
in  consequence  of  having  been 
turned  over  to  the  Fleets  after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  limited  to 
the  Plaintiff,  by  the  11  G.  4.  and 
1  fV.  4.  c.  36.  s.  15.  rule  5.,  for 
bringing  him  to  the  bar  of  the 
Court.     Greening  v.  Greening. 

121 

3.  A  mortgagee  was  resident  out  of 
the  jurisdiction:  Held,  that  the 
case  was  not  within  the  1  W.  4. 
c.  60.,  the  4  &  5  fV.  4  c.  23.,  or 
the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  69.  Green  v. 
Holden.  207 

4.  A  testatrix  directed  funds  to  be 
transferred  in  the  bank  books, 
into  the  names  of  A.  B.  and  wife, 
and  their  children  who  were  in- 
fants, for  the  benefit  of  A.  B.  and 

wife 
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wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
their  children ;  this  was  done,  and 
a  suit  being  instituted  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  trusts :  Held,  that 
the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  un- 
der the  1  W.  4.  c.  60.  to  order 
the  infants  to  transfer  the  fund 
into  court.     Waits  v.  Scriveru. 

P^ge  223 
5.  One  of  two  executors  appearing, 
from  proceedings  in  the  cause,  to 
be  a  trustee  within  the  meaning 
of  the  1  W.  4.  c.  60.,  of  a  fund 
standing  in  the  testator's  name, 
and  it  being  proved  by  affidavit 
that  he  was  living  out  of  the  ju- 
risdiction, the  Court,  without  a 
reference  to  the  Master,  made  an 
order  under  this  act  for  the  trans- 
fer of  the  fund  by  his  co-executor. 
Parker  v.  Bumey.  4'92 

See  Apprentice. 
Charity,  2. 
Evidence,  1,  2. 
Friendly  Society. 
Ship. 


STOP  ORDER. 

The  stop  order  can  only  be  granted 
either  on  an  admission  or  proof  of 
the  incumbrance  ;  and  will  not  be 
granted  ^*  without  prejudice  to  the 
validity  of  the  charge.'*  fVinchel- 
sea  V.  Garrety.  223 

STRICT  SETTLEMENT. 
See  Devise,  1. 


SUBPCENA,  SERVICE  OF. 

Service,  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  of  a 
subpoena  for  payment  of  costs,  is 
irregular.     Havokins  v.  HaU, 

Page  73 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL. 

One  of  several  co-Plaintiffs  mortgaged 
his  interest  and  became  insolvent 
pending  the  suit.  A  supplemental 
bill  was  filed  by  the  other  co- 
Plaintiffs  against  the  mortgagee 
and  the  provisional  assignees  alone : 
Held,  that  the  Defendants  in  the 
original  suit,  who  were  accounting 
parties,  ought  also  to  have  been 
made  parties  to  the  supplemental 
suit.    Feary  v.  Stephenson.       42 


TAXATION  OF  COSTS. 

L  A  suit  was  instituted  for  the  admi- 
nistration of  an  estate,  and  to 
charge  an  executor  with  interest 
on  balances  retained  in  his  hands ; 
the  decree  directed  a  taxation  of 
the  costs  of  so  much  of  the  suit  as 

sought  to  charge  interest:  Held, 
that  this  comprised  not  only  the 
excess  of  costs  incurred  by  the 
question  of  interest,  but  also  an 
apportionment  of  the  general  costs 
of  the  suit.  HeighingtoH  v.  Grant. 

228 
Mode  of  taxation  of  a  bill  of 
costs  where  an  apportionment  is 
directed.     Heighington  v.  Grant. 

228 
See  Solicitor  and  Client,  1,  2, 

3, 4,  5. 

TENANT 
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TENANT  IN  COMMON. 
See  Demurrer. 

TITLE,  PROOF  OF. 

A  good  title  may  be  made  to  an  es- 
tate, although  the  origin  cannot 
be  shewn  by  any  deed  or  will ; 
but  it  must  be  shewn,  that  there 
has  been  such  a  long  uninterrupted 
possession,  enjoyment  and  dealing 
with  the  property,  as  afford  a  rea- 
sonable presumption  that  there  is 
an  absolute  title  in  fee  simple. 
CoUrell  V.  Watkins.         Page  361 

See  Waste  Lands. 

TRANSFER. 
See  Executor,  2. 

TRUST  FOR  PAYMENT  OF 
DEBTS. 

See  Statute  of  Limitations. 

TRUSTEE. 

1.  A  trustee  who  stands  by  and  sees  a 
breach  of  trust  committed  by  his 
co-trustee  becomes  responsible  for 
that  breach  of  trust.  Booth  v. 
Booth.  125 

A  testator  bequeathed  to  his 
partner  and  to  jB.,  his  personal 
estate,  upon  trust  to  invest  the 
same  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife 
and  children.  Both  the  executors 
proved  the  will,  and  the  surviving 
partner  retained  the  testator's  mo- 
nies in  the  trade,  which  were  lost. 


B,  took  no  active  part  in  the  trusts, 
but  was  cognisant  of  the  breach  of 
trust,  and  took  no  proceedings  io 
prevent  it :  Held,  that  B.  was  re- 
sponsible for  the  consequences  o( 
the  breach  of  trust.  Booth  v. 
Booth.  Page  125 

The  interest  of  a  cestui  que  trusty 
who  concurs  with  a  trustee  in  a 
breach  of  trust,  is  liable  to  indem- 
nify the  trustee.    Booth  v.  Booth. 

m 

2.  A  trustee  acting  bona  Jide  and 
with  the  concurrence  of  the  heir 
at  law,  under  a  will  which  was 
supposed  to  be  valid  as  to  real  es- 
tate, but  which  afterwards  turns 
out  to  be  invalid,  is  entitled  to  be 
indemnified  out  of  the  personal 
estate.      Edgecumbe  v.  Carpenter. 

171 

3.  Pending  an  information  filed  for 
the  purpose  of  having  new  trustees 
of  a  charity  appointed  in  the  place 
of  some  who  were  dead,  the  sur- 
viving trustees  took  upon  them- 
selves, without  the  sanction  of  the 
Court,  to  appoint  new  trustees: 
Held,  that  though  this  was  neither 
a  contempt  nor  an  act  altogether 
void,  yet  it  imposed  upon  the 
trustees  the  necessity  of  proving, 
bv  the  strictest  evidence,  and  at 
their  own  expense,  that  what  had 
been  done  was  perfectly  right  and 
proper ;  and  the  case  not  appear- 
ing altogether  clear,  the  appoint- 
ment wasset  aside,  and  the  trustees 
were  ordered  personally  to  pay  all 
the  extra  costs  occasioned  by  their 
act.     Attorney 'General  v.  Clack. 

467 
4.  The 
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4.  The  bankruptcy  of  a  trustee  is  a 
sufficient  ground  for  his  removal 
from  that  office,  although  he  has 
obtained  his  certificate,  and  the 
trust  property  is  in  the  hands  of  a 
receiver.    Bainbrigge  v.  Blair. 

Page  495 

5.  A  testator  died  in  March  1823, 
and  in  January  1824  and  January 
1825  the  executors  and  trustees 
deposited  part  of  the  assets  in  the 
hands  of  bankers,  on  their  notes 
carrying  interest;  the  bankers 
failed  in  November  1825,  and  no 
necessity  having  been  shewn  for 
such  deposit,  the  trustees  were 
held  personally  responsible  for  the 
loss.     Darke  v.  Martyn.         523 

6.  The  Court  declined  making  an 
order  allowing  a  feme  sole  to  pro- 
pose herself  to  be  trustee,  on  the 
ground  that  on  her  marriage  her 
husband  might  interfere  with  the 
trust.    Brook  v.  Brook,  531 

7*  A  testator  devised  and  bequeathed 
his  freehold  and  leasehold  estate 
to  trustees  for  sale,  and  he  <<  de- 
clared that  his  trustees  respect- 
ively should  be  entitled  to  have  and 
receive,  out  of  the  trust  monies, 
all  costs, charges  and  expences,  fees 
to  counsel  and  for  advice,  and  for 
professional  assistance,  and  loss  of 
time,  paid,  incurred,  sustained  or 
occasioned  in  or  about  the  execu- 
tion of  the  said  trusts  or  in  any- 
wise relating  thereto."  One  of  the 
trustees  was  a  land-surveyor,  and 
he  superintended  the  management 
and  sale  of  the  estates :  Held,  that 
he  was  entitled  to  a  compensation 
Vol.  I. 


for  loss  of  time.     Willis  v.  Kibble. 

Page  559 
8.  The  trustee  of  a  marriage  settle- 
ment concurred  in  a  breach  of 
trust,  by  lending  the  fund  to  the 
husband  on  a  security  not  warrant- 
ed by  the  settlement:  Held,  that 
the  representatives  of  such  trustee 
could  maintain  a  bill  against  the 
husband  and  the  other  cestuis  que 
trustf  for  the  restitution  of  the 
fund.     Greenwood  Y.  Wakeford. 

576 
Trustees  are  not  entitled,  as 
against  the  trust  estate,  capricious- 
ly to  refuse  to  continue;  but  if 
they  find  the  trust  estate  involved 
in  complicated  questions  not  in 
contemplation  when  they  under- 
took the  trust,  they  have  a  right 
to  come  to  this  Court  for  relief. 
Greentoood  \.  Wakeford.  576 

See  Appropriation. 
Notice. 

Outstanding  Term. 
Solicitor  and  Client,  2. 
Statutes,  1.  3,  4,  5. 


UNCERTAINTY. 

See  Devise,  4. 
Patent,  1. 


VENDITIONI  EXPONAS. 

Where  sheriff  returns  that  he  has 
seized^  but  not  sold,  a  party  may 

Tt  sue 
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sue  out  **  venditioni  exponas*'*  Uh 
General  Order  (10th  May  1839). 

Page  xiii 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  A  resale  of  property,  sold  under 
a  decree,  ordered,  in  case  the  pur- 
chaser did  not  pay  his  money  into 
court  within  a  given  time  ;  and  the 
purchaser  ordered,  in  that  case, 
to  make  good  the  deficiency  and 
to  pay  the  costs  of  all  the  proceed- 
ings.    Gray  v.  Gray.  199 

2.  The  fact  of  a  title  having  been 
perfected  in  the  Master's  office, 
does  not  determine  the  question 
of  the  costs  of  a  suit  for  specific 
performance,  which  depends  upon 
whether  the  defects  which  have 
been  removed  there,  were  the  oc- 
casion of  the  suit.  Scoones  v. 
MorrelL  251 

3.  A  party  contracted  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  benefit  of  an  agree- 
ment for  the  lease  of  a  public- 
house,  and  also  of  the  stock  and 
good- will ;  he  entered  into  posses- 
sion before  the  lease  had  been 
granted,  paid  part  of  the  purchase 
money  and  mortgaged  his  inte- 
rest :  Held,  that  after  this  mode  of 
dealing  he  was  not  entitled  to  call 
for  the  production  of  the  lessor's 
title,  or  for  evidence  that  the  lease 
was  made  in  conformity  with  the 
power  under  which  it  was  granted. 
Haydon  v.  Bell.  337 

4.  A.  agreed  to  demise  certain  pre- 
mises to  B.  There  was  an  out- 
standing equitable  interest  vested 
in  C. :  Held,  that  B.  was  bound  to 
accept  a  demise  from  A.  in  which 


C.  joined ;  and  was  not  justified  in 
insisting  on  A.  obtaining  a  release 
from  C.  in  order  to  enable  him 
alone  to  make  a  valid  demise. 
Reeves  v.  GUI  Page  575 

See  Notice. 

Production  of  Deeds  and  Pa- 
pers, 3. 

VESTED  INTEREST. 
See  Will,  1.  4. 


WASTE  LANDS. 

Where  strips  of  land  lie  between  the 
highway  and  the  adjoining  en- 
closurcy  the  legal  presumption  is, 
that  the  soil  belongs  to  the  owner 
of  the  adjoining  old  enclosure. 
Scoones  v.  Morrell,  251 

WATCHES  AND  PERSONAL 
ORNAMENTS. 

See  Will,  S. 

WILFUL  DEFAULT. 
See  Further  Directions. 

WILL. 

1.  A  testator  gave  real  and  personal 
estate  to  trustees,  to  accumulate 
the  rents,  &c.  for  twenty  years 
after  his  decease;  and,  after  cer- 
tain payments,  to  stand  possessed 
of  the  accumulated  fund,  in  trust 
for  all  and  every  the  child  and 
children  of  his  children  A^  B.  and 
C.  <*  now  born  or  who  shall  here- 
after 
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after  be  born,  during  the  lifetime 
of  their  respective  parentSy  as 
should  attain  twenty-one  or  marry 
with  consent,  and  whether  born  or 
unborn  when  any  other  of  them 
attain  the  age  or  time  aforesaid, 
and  their  respective  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns." 

At  the  expiration  of  the  twenty 
years  there  were  several  children 
of  B.  who  had  attained  twenty- 
one;  but  A.  and  B.  were  still 
living:  Held,  that  the  grand- 
children had  vested  interests  in 
the  fund,  subject  to  be  divested 
or  diminished  in  the  event  of  there 
being  other  children  of  A.  or  B. 
who  should  attain  twenty-one  or 
marry. 

Held  also,  that,  in  the  mean- 
time, the  grandchildren  who  had 
attained  vested  interests  were  en- 
titled to  the  income  of  the  ac- 
cumulated fund.  Scott  V.  The 
Earl  of  Scarborough.      Page  154 

A  testator  being  entitled  to  a 
sum  of  15,000/.  raiseable  out  of  an 
estate,  bequeathed  the  same  to 
trustees,  on  trust,  during  twenty 
years,  to  invest  the  interest  and 
accumulate  the  same  by  way  of 
compound  interest;  and,  subject 
to  certain  payments,  he  gave  **  the 
15,000/.  and  the  interest  and  ac- 
cumulations of  the  same,"  for  the 
benefit  of  the  children  of  A.  Z?., 
and,  after  the  end  of  twenty  years, 
he  directed  *<  the  principal  of  the 
said  sum  of  15,000/."  to  merge  in 
the  estate.  In  other  parts  of  the 
will  the  testator  had  referred  to 
the  fund  given  to  the  children  of 


A.  B.f  as  '<  the  interest  of  the 
said  sum  of  15,000/./'  and  as  <<  the 
sum  of  15,000/.:"  Held,  that  the 
children  o£  A.B*  were  entitled  to 
the  accumulated  interest  only,  and 
not  to  the  capital  sum  of  15^000/. 
Scott  V.  The  Earl  of  Scarborough.' 

Page  154 

2.  A  testator  directed  his  widow 
to  carry  .on  his  business,  until 
his  youngest  child  should  attain 
twenty-one ;  and,  for  that  purpose, 
gave  her  the  *'  entire  use,  disposal 
and  management  of  the  capital, 
stock  and  effects  which  should  be 
in,  due  and  owing  or  belonging  to 
him,  in  his  said  trade,"  at  the  time 
of  his  decease ;  and  he  authorised 
his  executors  to  augment  the  ca- 
pital employed  therein  ;  the  exe- 
cutors renounced,  and  the  widow 
took  out  administration :  Held, 
that  the  specified  property  of  the 
testator  only  was  liable  to  the 
debts  contracted  by  the  widow  in 
carrying  on  the  trade.  Cutbush 
V.  Cutbush.  184 

3.  A  testator  having  three  places  of 
residence  at  A.,  B.  and  C,  be- 
queathed the  one  at  A.  to  his 
nephew ;  and  also  **  all  his  car- 
riages, horses,  implements  and 
his  live  and  dead  stock  and  chat- 
tels "  in  and  about  the  house  and 
premises  at  /f . ;  *'  and  also  his 
household  goods  and  furniture, 
pictures,  plate,  linen,  china,  liquors 
of  all  sorts  and  brewing  vessels, 
and  likewise  his  watches  and  per- 
sonal ornaments : "  Held,  that  the 
household  goods,  furniture,  &c.  at 
B.&iid  C\  passed  by  the  bequest;— > 

Tt  2  but 
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but  whether  a  bust  would  pass 
under  the  latter  words,  qtueref 
Willis  V.  Curiois.  Page  189 

Manuscript  notes  of  a  physician, 
of  his  attendance  on  a  patient,  and 
which  were  bound  up  in  volumes, 
Held  to  pass  under  a  bequest  of 
*'  all  and  every  my  books  in  and 
about  my  house  "  at  A.  Willis  v. 
Curtois.  189 

A  pocket-book  and  a  case  of 
instruments,  usually  carried  about 
the  person  of  a  testator.  Held  not 
to  pass  under  the  words  "  personal 
ornaments ;" — but  whether  a  gold 
pencil-case,  tooth-pick  case,  lip- 
salve box  and  eye-glass,  similarly 
circumstanced,  would  pass,^U£pre? 
WiUis  V.  Curtois.  189 

4*  Bequest  of  testator's  estate,  to 
be  equally  divided  between  his 
children  on  attaining  twenty-one, 
with  a  power  of  advancement 
"  from  their  respective  portions  " 
of  the  testator's  estate.  A  child 
survived,  but  died  under  twenty- 
one  :  Held,  that  he  took  a  vested 
interest.  Vivian  \.  Mills.  315 

5.  A  testator  devised  an  estate  to 
A.y  subject  to  the  payment  of  5s. 
a  week  to  B.;  and  in  case  B. 
should  leave  any  children,  he 
charged  the  estate  with  the  pay- 
ment of  5s*  weekly  to  such  chil- 
dren, until  they  should  attain 
twenty-one ;  and  he  further  charg- 
ed the  estate  with  the  payment  of 
100/.  *«  to  the  child  or  children  of 
2?.,  when  and  so  soon  as  he,  she 
or  they  should  respectively  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one,"  equally 
to  be  divided ;  with  a  gifl  over  to 


the  issue  of  any  of  them  dying 
under  twenty-one;  B.  had  one 
child  who  attained  twenty-one, 
and  B.  being  still  living :  Held 
that  the  100/.  became  raiseable 
for  his  child  immediately  on  her 
attaining  twenty-one.  Pearse  v. 
Catton.  Page  352 

6.  A   testator  bequeathed    to  his 
daughter  and  her  husband  300/., 
and  directed,  if  the  husband  should 
be  indebted  to  him  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  the  debt  should  be  de- 
ducted out  of  his  legacy.     The 
husband  died  in   the  lifetime  of 
the  testator,  indebted  to  him  in 
250/.,  and  the  testator  afterwards 
died :  Held,  that  the  debt  was  not 
to  be  deducted  from  the  daughter's 
legacy.  Davis  y.  Elmes,  131 

7.  A  testator  bequeathed  the  residae 
amongst  his  five  grandchildren 
A>t  B.f  C,  D.  and  J^.,  his  grand- 
son A.'s  two  children  F.  and  G., 
and  his  niece's  two  children  H. 
and  AT.;  and  declared,  that  "  in 
case  any  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
children  should  die  before  their 
attaining  their  respective  ages  of 
twenty-one  and  should  leave  no 
lawful  issue,  then  the  survivors 
were  to  have  his  or  her  share." 
F.  died  under  twenty-one,  and  left 
no  issue :  Held,  that  his  share  be- 
came divisible  between  the  eight 
surviving  legatees,  children  and 
grandchildren.    Walker  v.  Moore. 

607 

8.  The  testator  desired  his  daughter's 
share  to  be  secured  in  the  funds, 
and  for  his  trustee  to  pay  her  the 
dividends;  and  he   wished    tliat 

neither 
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neither  the  principal  or  interest  of 
the  funds  should  be  subject  to  the 
control  of  any  husband  she  might 
marry,  but  that  the  same  should 
stand  subject  to  her  will  only, 
properly  executed,  whether  covert 
or  sole,  at  her  decease:  Held« 
that  the  daughter  took  an  abso- 
lute interest  for  her  separate  use. 
Tavoney  v.  Ward.  Page  56S 

9.  A  testator  having  given  property 
to  his  wife  while  unmarried,  and 
after  her  decease  to  his  children 
"then  living:"  Held,  that  the 
children  living  at  that  time  alone 
would  take,  unless  it  appeared 
upon  the  construction  of  the  whole 
will,  and  to  effectuate  a  clear  in- 
tention appearing  in  other  parts 
of  it,  that  the  words  "  then  living" 
ought  to  be  rejected  as  repugnant, 
or  to  be  qualified  in  order  to  give 
effect  to  other  words  inconsistent 
with  them.  Taxuney  v.  Ward,  563 
A  testator,  having  three  chil- 
dren, gave  his  property  to  his  wife 
so  long  as  she  lived  unmarried, 


and  if  she  married  and  her  children 
resided  with  her,  an  allowance  was 
to  be  made  to  her ;  and  "  after 
her  decease  the  testator  bequeathed 
his  property  equally  betvoeen  his 
children  then  living;  "  he  directed 
his  farm  to  be  allotted  as  part  of 
his  son  Thomas's  share,  and  **  he 
wished  whoever  might  enjoy  his 
farm,  if  unfortunately  his  children 
should  fail  of  heirs,"  should  take 
his  name;  and  he  directed  his 
daughter's  share  to  be  secured  for 
her  separate  use.  The  son  died 
in  the  life  of  the  mother :  Held, 
that  he  took  no  interest  in  the 
property.    Taxoney  v.  Ward. 

Page  56S 

See  Condition. 

Cumulative  Leoact. 
Devise,  2,  3,  4. 
Husband  and  Wife. 
Interest  on  Legacy. 
Trustee,  7. 
Estate  for  Life. 
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